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The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were, 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Williams  J. 

Patteson  J.  Coleridge  J. 


In  the  Bail  Court, 
WiGHTMAN  J. 


1843. 

The  Queen  v.  John  Nott,  Esq.  j^    ^^^^ 

Misdemeanor.  The  following  indictment  was  found  J^/J^^^j 

at  the  Devon  sessions.  it  is  enacted  ' 

that  it  shall  be 
anlawfbl  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  person  to  administer,  &c.  or  receive,  Sec. 
any  oath,  affidavit,  or  solemn  affirmation,  *'  touching  any  matter  or  thing  whereof  such 
justice  or  other  person  hath  not  jurisdiction  or  cognizance  hy  some  statute  in  force  at 
the  time  being.'     A  proviso  follows,  containing  several  exceptions. 

Held,  that  a  count,  charging  the  defendant  with  administering  an  oath  touching  cer- 
tain matters  and  things  whereof  he,  the  defendant,  had  not  any  jurisdiction  or  cognizance 
by  any  statutes  in  force  at  the  time  being,  the  same  oath  not  being  before  any  justice,&c. 
(going  on  to  negative  the  exceptions  in  the  proviso),  was  bad,  fornot  shewing  the  subject 
matter  touching  which  the  oatn  was  administered,  so  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  draw  the 
legal  inference  that  it  was  one  of  which  the  defendant  had  not  cognizance. 

But  sembU,  per  Pattfton,  WillUtmi,  and  Coleridge  Js.,  that  it  would  be  unnecessary 
to  set  out  the  oath  administered  verbatim. 

Under  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  9,  where  judgment  in  a  trial  on  a  Kine's 
Bench  record  has  been  pronounced  at  the  assizes,  the  Court  above  may  **  amend*'  the 
jodgment,  by  setting  it  aside,  if  the  indictment  be  defective. 

Where  a  verdict  has  been  given  for  the  crown  in  such  trial,  and  the  defendant  desires 
to  have  judgment  pronounced  at  the  assizes,  it  is  the  proper  course  for  his  counsel  to 
state  at  the  same  time  that  he  intends  to  avail  himself  of  the  provision  of  sect.  9  by 
moving  the  Court  above  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  or  in  arrest  of 
judgment. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M«  B 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  8  BENCH, 

1843.  Devon  to  wit.     The  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen  upon 

their  oath  present  that  John  Nott,  late  of  the  parish  of  Swim- 
bridge,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  Esquire,  on  the  27th  of 
October,  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lady  the 
Queen  Victoria,  &c.,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  the  said  J.  Nott  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  being  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen  aforesaid,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  did  unlawfully  administer  to  and  receive  from 
a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  J.  Huxiable,  a  certain  voluntary 
oath,  touching  certain  matters  and  things,  whereof  he,  the 
said  J.  Nott,  neither  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  administering  and  taking 
the  said  oath,  nor  at  any  other  time,  had  any  jurisdiction 
or  cognizance,  by  any  statute  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
administering  and  receiving  of  the  said  oath,  or  otherwise ; 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

Second  count,  that  the  said  J.  Nott,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  the  said  J.  Nott  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid,  being  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said 
lady  the  Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  did  unlawfully  administer  to  and  receive  from 
a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  J.  Huxtable,  a  certain  oath  or 
affidavit,  touching  certain  matters  and  things,  whereof  the 
said  J.  Nott  then,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  on  the  occasion 
last  aforesaid,  had  not  any  jurisdiction  or  cognizance,  by 
any  statute  in  force  at  the  time  being,  that  is  to  say,  at  the 
time  of  the  administering  and  taking  of  the  said  last  men- 
tioned oath  or  otherwise,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of 
our  lady  the  queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Third  count,  that  the  said  J.  Notty  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  did  unlawfully  administer  to  and  receive 
from  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  J*  Huxtable,  an  oath 
touching  certain   matters    and   things,   whereof  the  said 
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7.  Nm,  at  the  time  and  on  the  occasion  last  aforesaid^  had  i84d. 
not  any  jurisdiction  or  cognizance,  b;  an;  statutes  in  force 
at  the  time  being,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  administering  and 
receinng  the  laat  mentioned  oath,  the  same  oath  not  being 
before  any  jostice  in  any  matter  or  thing  touching  the 
preserration  of  the  peace,  or  the  prosecution,  trial,  or 
ponishnient  of  offences,  or  touching  any  proceedings  before 
either  of  the  Houses  of  Parliament  or  any  committee 
diereof  respectiYely,  nor  the  subject  of  any  judicial  inquiries, 
Dor  in  anywise  pending  before  the  said  J,  No//,  and  the 
fame  oath  not  being  required  by  the  laws  of  any  foreign 
country  to  give  validity  to  any  instrument  or  instruments  in 
writing,  designed  to  be  used  in  such  foreign  country ;  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  anddignity. 

Fourth  count,  that  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the 
said  J.  Noit  was  one  of  the  justices  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county;  and  that  he,  the  said  J.  Nott,  being  such  justice 
of  the  peace  aforesaid,  did,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  unlaw- 
fully administer  to  and  receive  from  a  certain  person,  to 
wit,  one  J*  Huxtable,  a  certain  oath  or  affidavit  touching 
certain  matters  and  things,  whereof  the  said  J.  Nott  then, 
to  wit,  at  the  time  and  on  the  occasion  last  aforesaid,  had 
not  any  jurisdiction  or  cognizance  by  any  statute  then  in 
force,  to  wit,  the  same  oath  being  touching  and  concerning 
a  certain  voluntary  complaint  or  charge  which  the  said  J. 
Nott  was  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  about 
to  m^ke  or  lay  before  the  Right  Reverend  Father  in  God, 
Henry  J  Lord  Bishop  of  Exeter,  against  a  certain  person, 
to  wit,  the  Rev.  John  Russell,  clerk,  perpetual  curate  of  the 
united  parishes  of  Swimbridge  and  Landkey,  to  wit,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  diocese  of  the  said  bishop  ; 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
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1843.  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

There  were  two  other  sets  of  counts,  charging  in  the 
same  words  the  administering  an  oath  to  two  other  persons 
respectively. 

The  indictment  was  removed  by  certiorari  into  this 
Court,  and  tried  by  a  special  jury  before  Coleridge  3.,  at 
the  Devon  spring  assizes,  1842.  The  defendant  was  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  .Devon.  The  facts 
proved  were,  that  he  had  administered  an  oath  to  John 
Huxtable  concerning  the  truth  of  certain  statements,  made 
by  him,  Huxtable^  respecting  acts  of  gaming  attributed  to 
Mr.  Russell,  These  statements,  so  attested,  the  defend- 
ant had  reduced  to  writing,  and  forwarded  to  the  Bishop 
of  Exeter.  He  had  also  administered  a  similar  oath  to 
the  two  other  individuals  as  to  certain  reports  that  Mr. 
Russell  had  neglected  his  clerical  duty :  (viz.  in  neglecting 
to  pray  with  a  sick  parishioner,  and  delaying  the  burial  of 
a  child). 

The  following  are  the  material  provisions  of  the  act  5  & 
6  WilL  4y  c.  62,  on  which  the  indictment  was  framed.  The 
preamble  recites  the  5  Will.  4,  c.  8,  intituled,  "  An  act  for 
the  more  effectual  abolition  of  oaths  and  affirmations  taken 
and  made  in  various  departments  of  the  state,  and  to  sub- 
stitute declarations  in  lieu  thereof:  and  for  the  more  entire 
suppression  of  voluntary  and  extrajudicial  oaths  and  affi- 
davits," and  proceeds,  "  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  amend 
the  said  act,  and  to  make  some  further  provisions  for  the 
better  effecting  the  object  thereof,  and  to  consolidate  all  the 
provisions  relating  thereto  into  one  act."  The  next  following 
sections  abolish  oaths  in  certain  cases,  and  substitute  decla- 
rations. Sect.  6  contains  a  proviso  that  nothing  contained 
in  the  act  shall  apply  to  the  oath  of  allegiance.  Sect.  7  is 
as  follows  :  "  Provided  also  and  be  it  enacted,  that  nothing 
in  this  act  contained  shall  extend  or  apply  to  any  oath, 
solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  which  now  is  or  hereafter 
may  be  made  or  taken,  or  be  required  to  be  made  or  taken,  in 
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anj  judicial  proceedings  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  in  any  1843. 
proceeding  for  or  by  way  of  summary  conviction  before  any 
justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  but  that  ail  such  oaths,  affirm- 
ations and  affidavits  shall  continue  to  be  required  and  to 
be  administered,  taken  and  made,  as  well  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed."  The  five 
next  sections  substitute  declarations  for  oaths  in  certain 
other  cases.  Sect.  13  is  as  follows:  **Aud  whereas  a  prac- 
tice has  prevailed  of  receiving  oaths  and  affidavits,  volun- 
tarily taken  and  made  in  matters  not  the  subject  of  judicial 
inquiry,  nor  in  any  wise  pending  or  at  issue  before  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  or  other  person,  by  whom  such  oaths  or 
aflBdavits  have  been  administered  or  received ;  and  whereas 
doubts  have  arisen,  whether  or  not  such  proceeding  is 
illegal :  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  such  practice 
and  removing  such  doubts,  be  it  enacted,  that  from  and 
after  the  commencement  of  this  act,  it  shall  not  be  lawful 
for  any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other  person,  to  administer, 
or  cause  to  be  administered,  or  to  receive,  or  cause  or  allow 
to  be  received,  any  oath,»  affidavit,  or  solemn  affirmation, 
touching  any  matter  or  thing  whereof  such  justice  or  other 
person  hath  not  jurisdiction  or  cognizance  by  some  statute 
in  force  at  the  time  being:  provided  always,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  oath, 
affidavit,  or  solemn  affirmation  before  any  justice  in  any 
matter  or  thing  touching  the  preservation  of  the  peace,  or 
the  prosecution,  trial,  or  punishment  of  offences,  or  touching 
any  proceedings  before  either  of  the  Houses  of  Parliament, 
or  any  committee  thereof  respectively,  nor  to  any  oath,  affi- 
davit, or  affirmation,  which  may  be  required  by  the  Taws 
of  any  foreign  country  to  give  validity  to  instruments  in 
writing,  designed  to  be  used  in  such  foreign  countries 
respectively." 

It  was  contended  at  the  trial,  especially  with  respect  to 
the  first  set  of  counts,  that  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  from 
the  evidence  that  they  related  to  oaths  imputing  misconduct 
of  a  description  cognisable  by  magistrates  to  Mr.  Russell^ 
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1843.  sacb  oaths  were  within  the  exception,  '^  in  any  matter  or 
thing  touching  the  prosecution,  trial  or  punishment  of 
offences ;"  and  that,  with  regard  to  all  the  counts,  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  an  acquittal,  inasmuch  as  he  had 
not  acted  wilfully,  nor  was  averred  to  have  done  so  in  the 
indictment,  but  in  ignorance  of  the  law,  and  in  furtherance 
of  what  he  considered  a  public  duty. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  the  offence  was 
within  the  words  and  object  of  the  statute^  the  mischief 
contemplated  by  which  was  of  a  public  nature,  and  there- 
fore contravention  of  it  indictable;  nor  could  ignorance 
of  the  law  be  an  excuse  in  such  a  case ;  and  that,  in  his 
opinion,  the  oaths  proved  to  have  been  administered  were 
within  the  enacting  part,  and  not  within  the  proviso.  Ver- 
dict, on  the  eight  last  counts,  guilty  of  inadvertently  admi- 
nistering the  oaths ;  which  was  entered  as  a  verdict  of  guilty 
generally :  on  the  four  first  counts,  not  guilty. 

The  learned  judge  having  a  discretionary  power,  under 
1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  9,  to  pronounce  judgment  or 
not,  the  defendant  consented  to  judgment  being  pronounced 
forthwith,  and  was  sentenced  to  a  month's  imprisonment, 
which  judgment  was  respited  by  the  learned  judge  to  the 
sixth  day  of  the  ensuing  term,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
above  statute. 

In  the  following  term^ 

Erie  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  or  why  the 
judgment  should  not  be  ^'  amended." 

As  to  the  first  point,  he  relied  on  the  preamble  of  the 
statute,  as  shewing  that  its  object  was  merely  to  expound 
the  law  on  a  matter  which  had  been  considered  doubtful^ 
the  illegality  of  what  are  commonly  called  voluntary  oaths 
or  affidavits.  It  does  so  by  declaring  them  illegal,  but  im- 
poses no  punishment.  If  it  had  been  a  penal  statute  in 
language  and  object,  defining  an  offence  and  annexing  a 
penalty,  unquestionably  ignorance  of  the  law  would  be  no 
excuse  for  its  violation.     But  the  question  is  different^ 
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where  no  new  offence  is  created,  and  no  oew  punisbmeot  1843. 
ii  annexed  to  an  offence,  but  it  is  simply  declared  that  cer- 
tiia  acts  are  illegal.  Here  it  may  fairly  be  contended  that 
YilAil  violation  of  the  law  is  essential  to  render  the  offence 
punishable.  The  statute  is  intended  as  a  warning  :  those^ 
who  having  received  the  warning  knowingly  transgress,  are 
proper  objects  of  punishment.  If  the  contrary  doctrine 
were  to  fn-evail,  many  acts  which  are  habitually  done  under 
tke  general  notion  of  their  legality,  but  which  might  be 
brought  within  the  enacting  part  of  this  statute,  are  punish- 
ible  criminally.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  referred  to  the  case 
of  the  I>orchester  labourers :  Rex  v.  Loveless  (a).]  In  that 
case  there  was  a  public  mischief.  Where  this  is  not  the 
case,  intent  is  necessary  to  a  criminal  breach  of  a  statute. 
For  instance,  there  are  many  railway  statutes  rendering  acts 
which  would  otherwise  be  quite  innocent,  such  as  walking 
OQ  the  line,  &c  penal,  and  prescribing  particular  modes  of 
recovering  the  penalty.  If  there  were  a  public  mischief 
contemplated  by  those  statutes,  an  indictment  would  lie  for 
the  commission  of  such  acts  by  persons  ignorant  of  the 
law;  which  clearly  could  not  be  the  case  (6).  [Lord  Denr' 
moM  C.  J.  How  can  it  be  argued  that  a  public  mischief  is 
not  contemplated  in  the  act  now  under  consideration? 
Oaths  might  be  administered  which  might  be  false,  yet  not 
perhaps  liable  to  an  indictment  for  perjury.  A  kind  of 
mock  tribunal  is  erected,  before  which  the  characters  of 
absent  parties  are  sworn  away  without  relief  and  without 
jurisdiction;  is  that  not  a  public  mischief?]  The  mischief 
there  is  in  the  falsehood  of  the  charge :  the  idle  solemnity 
of  a  voluntary  oath  would  not  add  effect  to  it.  At  all 
events,  the  oaths  administered  to  the  witnesses  named  in 
the  two  last  sets  of  counts  are  within  the  proviso.  The 
conduct  imputed  to  Mr.  Russell  was  punishable  certainly 
by  ecclesiastical  law. 

ft.  The  motion  to  ''amend'*  the  judgment  rests  on  the 
words  of  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  9,  that  upon  trials 

(«)  1  M.  &  Rob.  349.  (b)  S  UawL  P.  C.  c.  S5,  s.  4. 
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1843.        for  felony  or  misdemeanor^  on  a  King's  Bench  record,  judg- 
Tbe  Queen    "^^"^  ^^J  ^^  pronounced  at  the  assizes,  ^'  and  shall  have 
v*  the  effect  of  a  judgment  of  the  Court  above,  unless  that 

Court  in  the  first  six  days  of  term  grant  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  or  for  amending  the  judgment/'  The  word  "  amend'' 
is  certainly  one  of  ambiguous  meaning  here;  it  should 
seem  that  the  Court  cannot  amend  a  judgment,  generally 
speaking,  by  diminishing  the  punishment :  Rex  v.  Lloyd{a); 
but  it  was  obviously  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  give 
some  benefit  of  legal  objections  to  the  record  to  a  defendant 
who  submits  to  judgment  at  the  assizes;  and  if  necessary 
for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  the  Court  will  ^'  amend"  (&) 
by  virtually  arresting  it.  If  so,  the  following  defects  may 
be  specified  in  the  indictment.  The  second  and  fourth 
counts  are  too  general :  '^  oath  or  affidavit."  The  first  two 
and  the  fourth  do  not  negative  the  proviso  in  section  13  at 
all.  The  third  negatives  it,  but  does  not  negative  that  in 
section  7,  or  shew  that  the  offence  is  one  contemplated  by 
the  preamble.  All  of  them  are  defective  in  not  setting  out 
with  particularity  the  oath  administered :  Rex  v.  Nield  (c). 
None  of  them  aver  that  the  offence  was  ''  wilfully"  com* 
mitted.  The  last  eight  counts  are  only  the  first  four  re- 
peated twice  over,  with  reference  to  other  oaths. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  should  certainly  be  reluctant  to 
hold  that  a  defendant,  who  has  submitted  to  judgment  at 
the  assizes,  has  no  mode  of  availing  himself  of  defects  on 
the  record  afterwards,  when  it  seems  to  have  been  the  in-» 
tention  of  the  legislature  to  give  him  the  power  in  some 
way;  and  therefore  it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  whether 
under  the  word  ''  amend"  the  Court  has  not  power  over 
the  judgment.     But  it  ought  to  be  understood  in  future, 

(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  135.  "arresting;"  bat  on  reference  to 

(b)  On  the  ai^ument  in  shewing      the  roll  it  appeared  to  be  the  same 
cause  against  the  rule  it  was  sug-      in  the  original. 

gcsted  that  the  word  "amending"  (c)  6  East,  41^. 

might  possibly  be  a  misprint  for 
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that  where  a  defendaot,  by  his  counseU  himself  assents  to        184S. 
the  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  in  pro- 
BooDcing  judgment^  notice  should  be  given  at  the  same 
time  of  his  intention  to  apply  for  such  amendment,  or  for 
a  Dew  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

The  CoDBT  took  time  to  consider,  and  afterwards,  in 
tke  same  term,  granted  a  rule  nisi  on  both  points. 

Sir  F.  JPoUock  A.  G.,  Coekbum  and  Hayward  now 
skewed  cause.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  brought  the 
defendant  clearly  within  the  act,  and  rendered  him  punish- 
able. The  oaths  administered  were  not  within  any  of  the 
exceptions,  whether  contained  in  section  7  or  in  section  13; 
and  this  being  the  case,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the 
preamble  of  the  act  is  to  be  resorted  to,  to  put  a  meaning 
on  its  enacting  part  altogether  inconsistent  with  its  plain 
langoage.  There  could  be  no  more  distinct  case  of  public 
mischief,  than  the  practice  of  persons  invested  with  judi- 
cial and  administrative  authority  availing  themselves  of  their 
position  to  administer  oaths  to  persons  who  might  have 
idle  stories  to  tell  affecting  the  characters  of  others,  and 
thus  giving  cunency  and  a  stamp  of  authority  to  charges 
insignificant  and  possibly  libellous.  And,  at  all  events, 
where  there  is  a  public  mischief,  the  contravention  of  it  is  a 
misdemeanor,  and  indictable  without  express  words  in  the 
statute;  Hawkins,  P.  C.  book  2,  c.  25,  s.  4;  4  BL  Com,  6; 
particularly  where  the  statute  does  not  make  a  new  offence, 
bnt  declares  the  law.  The  directions  of  the  learned  judge 
are,  therefore,  strictly  legal,  and  warranted  by  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  case.  The  other  branch  of  the  motion  is  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  which  there  are  no  words  in  1 1  Geo.  4 
k.  1  Will,  4,  c.  70,  s.  9^  to  authorise.  As  to  the  defects 
relied  upon,  where  the  contravention  of  a  statute  is  indict- 
able, it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  such  contravention  is 
wilful;  R.  v.  Saimburyifl).   The  proviso  in  sect.  Id  is  suffi- 

(a)  4T.  R.45], 
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ciently  negatived  la  the  third  count;  and  it  could  not  be 
necessary,  in  addition^  to  negative  another  proviso  inserted 
in  a  different  part  of  the  act;  especially  wherei  as  it  will 
be  clearly  seen  on  comparing  the  two,  that  in  section  7  is 
substantially  repealed  in  section  13.  As  to  the  objection^ 
that  the  oath  is  not  set  out  with  sufficient  particularity,  it 
is  quite  sufficient  to  say  that  the  facts  in  issue  are  only, 
whether  an  oath  was  administered,  and  whether  the  sub- 
ject-matter^ respecting  which  the  oath  was  sworn,  was 
within  certain  exceptions  in  the  statute;  it  is  not,  there- 
fore, like  the  case  where  the  issue  is,  whether  the  things 
sworn  to  were  false  or  true,  material  or  immaterial ;  and,  if 
the  objection  means  any  thing,  it  must  be  contended  that 
every  word  of  the  statement  sworn  to  by  the  witness  is  to 
be  set  out  in  the  indictment* 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  A.  G.,  Erk  and  M.  Smith  contri.  Some 
degree  of  particularity  in  the  statement  of  the  matter  sworn  to 
was  absolutely  necessary*  In  Rex  v.  Moors  (cited  in  Rex  ▼• 
lieUd{a))  this  was  held  unnecessary,  on  the  express  ground 
that  it  was  rendered  so  by  the  stat.  37  Geo.  3,  c.  1 23 ;  and  the 
absence  of  a  similar  clause  in  the  act  now  under  considera- 
tion raises  the  inference  that  it  is  necessary.  [Lord  Denman 
C.  J.  Independently  of  express  statutory  enactments,  I 
should  have  thought  it  could  not  be  necessary  to  set  out 
the  particulars  of  an  oath  administered.  But  here  nothing 
is  averred  concerning  the  nature  of  the  matter  as  to  which 
the  oath  was  sworn,  which  is  quite  a  different  objection.] 
The  jury  were  left  to  draw  an  inference,  which  is  strictly 
one  of  law.  They  cannot  decide  whether  or  not  the 
matter,  in  respect  of  which  an  oath  was  sworn^  be  within 
the  enacting  part  or  the  excepting  of  the  act.  Thus  much, 
therefore,  should  be  averred,  even  if  more  need  not  be  set 
out.  But  in  R.  v.  Sparlingip)  it  was  decided,  that  ^*  in  a 
conviction  for  cursing  and  swearing,  the  oaths  and  curses 

(a)  6  East,  417,  n.  (6)  1  Stra.  497. 
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most  be  set  ouC  The  only  count  which  contains  any  i84S. 
tvoment  respecting  the  matter  deposed  to,  is  the  fourth; 
"  touching  certain  matters  and  things  whereof  the  said  J. 
Nott  then  had  not  any  jurisdiction/'  tie.,  to  wit,  ''touching 
a  certain  Toluntary  complaint  or  charge/'  which  the  said 
/.  Nott  was  gomg  to  make  before  the  iHshop.  But  that 
ooant  is  bad,  as  is  in  fact  admitted,  having  the  words, 
^  oath  or  affidavit"  in  the  alternative.  Next,  the  provisoes 
are  not  negatived ;  Spieres  v.  Parker{a)\  Rtxv.Pratttr{b). 
The  particulars  of  a  threatening  letter  must  be  set  out; 
Rtx  V.  Uoyd{c).  The  third  count  is  the  only  one  which  ne- 
gatives the  proviso  in  the  Idth  section ;  and  this  is  open  to 
other  objections ;  it  does  not  clearly  shew  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  justice  of  the  peace  at  the  time  of  administering 
Ae  oath;  and  the  words  ''other  person"  in  the  act  must 
be  interpreted  as  applying  to  persons  ejusdem  generis,  pep- 
sons  in  some  authority.  There  should  also  be  an  averment 
that  the  act  was  done  wilfully  or  contemptuously;  this  case 
differs  widely  in  its  circumstances  from  Reg.  v.  Price  {d), 
where  those  words  might  be  unnecessary. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — On  consideration  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  power  of  this  Court  over  judgments  pronounced 
at  the  assizes  on  trials  of  a  King's  Bench  record,  is  effec- 
tually preserved  by  the  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  9. 
There  may  be  anew  trial, or  the  judgment  may  be  amended : 
if  we  think  the  indictment  bad,  this  can  be  done  in  no  other 
way  than  by  pronouncing  substantially  that  no  judgment 
shall  be  had  upon  it.  In  this  way  the  Court  must  act,  in 
order  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  so  carefully  preserved 
to  it  It  appears  now  to  be  admitted,  in  the  course  of 
argument,  that  all  the  counts  of  this  indictment  are  bad 
except  the  drd>  and  the  7th  and  11th,  which  are  repetitions 
of  it.  The  count  is  framed  on  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  6tf,  s. 
13.     That  statute  renders  the  administering  or  receiving 

(a)  1 T.  R.  141.  (c)  3  East,  P.  C.  1122. 

(h)  6 T.  B.  559.  {d)  11  Ad.  &  £.  727;  S.  C.  3  P. &  D.  421. 
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certain  oaths  illegal.  It  does  not  appear  necessary  now  to 
inquire  whether  it  goes  further,  and  renders  such  acts 
criminally  punishable :  because  the  count  does  not  in  my 
opinion  suflSciently  bring  the  alleged  offence  within  the  act. 
The  offence  is  defined  to  be  the  administering  of  any  oath 
'^  touching  any  matter  or  thing  whereof  such  justice,  &c« 
hath  not  cognisance  by  some  statute  in  force  at  the  time 
being :"  and  then  follow  certain  exceptions.  It  must  then 
be  essential  that  it  should  appear  by  the  indictment  that 
the  matter,  concerning  which  the  oath  was  administered, 
was  one  of  which  the  defendant  had  not  cognisance  by  any 
statute  at  the  time  of  the  act.  Whether  any  given  matter 
be  so  or  not,  is  a  conclusion  of  law.  Facts  therefore  should 
be  averred  from  which  the  judge  may  draw  that  necessary 
conclusion,  otherwise  it  is  left  to  the  jury  to  draw  an 
inference  of  law.  The  want  of  any  such  averment  appears 
to  be  a  suflScient  objection ;  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  advert 
to  the  objections  which  have  been  raised  irrespectively  of 
the  indictment. 

Patteson  J. — I  have  feltsome  difficulty  as  to  the  extent 
of  our  power  under  the  words  *^  amend  the  judgment." 
But  the  meaning  of  the  legislature  seems  clear.  The  same 
section  provides  that  we  may  grant  a  new  trial.  That 
could  not  be  done,  without  setting  aside  the  former  judg- 
ment If  we  could  set  aside  the  judgment  in  that  case, 
there  seems  no  absurdity  in  our  doing  so  under  the  word 
*^  amend,"  otherwise  we  have  no  control  over  the  judgment; 
for  in  Rex  v.  Lloyd  this  Court  disclaimed  the  power  of 
interfering  with  a  sentence,  unless  on  special  facts  brought  to 
its  notice.  I  think  therefore  we  must  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment for  the  crown,  and  direct  that  none  be  entered. 
The  objection  to  the  count  is,  that  it  does  not  shew  on  the 
face  what  was  the  matter  as  to  which  the  deposition  was 
taken.  It  could  not  be  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  it 
was  a  matter  whereof  the  defendant  had  cognisance  or  no. 
It  is  indeed   averred   that  it  was   a  matter    whereof  he 
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had  not  such  cognisance ;  but  are  we  to  take  the  pleader's        1843. 
word  for  that?     We  ought  to  have  the  subject-matter  of 
tbe  oath  set  out,  that  we  may  judge  for  ourselves.     I  do 
■ot  say  that  the  words  of  the  oath,  or  whole  statement 
svom  to,  are  necessary. 

Williams  J. — I  wish  to  be  understood  as  limiting  my 
^idgment  distinctly  to  the  same  ground  which  has  been 
taken  by  my  brothers  who  have  preceded  me,  not  as 
agreeing  with  the  arguments  advanced  at  the  bar^  as  to  the 
aecessity  of  setting  out  the  oath  to  its  full  extent.  No 
doubt  the  cases  referred  to,  of  indictments  for  false  pre- 
tences, perjury,  and  profane  swearings  have  some  sort  of 
application,  but  they  are  not  identical^  because  here  the 
<^ence  is  that  of  administering  an  oath  in  a  matter  wherein 
an  oath  cannot  be  legally  administered,  not  of  administering 
an  oath  to  a  party  making  certain  statements.  The  state- 
ments themselves  do  not  form  any  necessary  part  of  the 
diarge,  and  the  insertion  of  them  would  oppose  insur- 
mountable difficulties  on  the  whole.  All  I  say  is,  therefore, 
diat  there  should  have  been  some  distinct  allegations  as  to 
the  matter  or  thing,  touching  which  the  oath  was  adminis- 
tered, sufficient  ]to  shew  that  it  was  not  one  of  which  the 
defendant  had  cognisance.  As  to  the  power  of  the  Court 
to  amend  the  judgment,  I  agree  in  the  view  already  taken. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points. 
There  ought  to  be  some  statement  of  the  subject-matters 
of  the  oath ;  not  the  oath  itself  in  terms.  Even  to  this 
limited  extent,  I  feel  that  the  necessity  imposes  some  diffi- 
culty, and  may  in  some  cases  tend  to  impede  justice;  but 
that  is  a  less  evil  than  breaking  through  a  rule  which  I 
have  always  considered  inflexible,  certainly  in  criminal 
pleading,  which  is,  that,  where  a  statute  describes  prohibited 
acts  simply  by  their  legal  character,  it  is  not  sufficient 
merely  to  aver  that  legal  character,  because,  if  so,  a  jury 
would  have  to  decide  whether  they  possessed  it  or  no: 
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1843.  enough,  therefore^  mast  be  set  out  to  shew  the  Court  that 

v^^-^^  ijj     possess  it. 
The  Queen  _ 

V.  Rule  absolute  to  "  amend''  the  judgment. 

NOTT. 


M(mdi^9      LiNNiT  V.  Chaffers  and  others,  Assignees  of  T.  Habclet. 

Semhle,  that      -i  HIS  was  a  feigned  issue,  under  the  direction  of  Alder^ 

where  a  cr^     ^^^^  g^^  between  a  creditor,  who  had  obtained  judgment  on 

obtained  exe*   a  warrant  of  attorney  against  fV.  Hamlet^  and  the  assignees 

ludment  on  a  ^^  bankrupt  of  Mr.  Hamlet.     The  issue  was  drawn  up 

warrant  of  at-  with  a  recital  that  the  sheriff  had  taken  goods  of  the  bankr 

an  acuon         >^P^  '^  execution  under  a  writ  of  test,  fi.fa.,  on  a  judgment 

against  the       obtained  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a  fiat  had  issued  against 

assignees  of  a 

bankrupt  to      the  bankrupt,  and  that  thereupon  a  discourse  was  had.  Sic. 

tr?  the  validity  «<  ^j^hether  the  aforesaid  execution  was  valid  against  the 
of  an  execu-  * 

tion,  it  lies  on  said  fiat." 

ti*^to  Xw°"      ^^^  ^^**®  ^^  *"®^  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the 
that  the  wai>    sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1843. 
rant  was  given       _  .     i         •  ^  «        «  ^  i 

in  an  action         ^t  appeared  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  dated  5tn 

commenced  November,  1840.  The  levy  in  execution  under  the  judg- 
he  relies  on  ment  was  on  22d  January,  1841,  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
1  WUL4,  C.7,  ^jjj^ij  gupported  the  fiat,  on  the  4th  March,  1841.  The 
date  of  the  fiat  was  March  20,  1841,  and  the  sale  of  the 
goods  took  place  afterwards.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  pro- 
posed to  contest  the  bankruptcy ;  this  was  objected  to  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  not  within  the  meaning  of  the 
issue,  and  his  lordship  was  of  that  opinion.  The  defend- 
ants relied  on  the  following  admission,  which  had  been 
entered  into  between  the  parties  previously  to  the  trial: — 
^'  That  the  test.  fi.  fa.  in  the  pleadings  in  this  cause  men- 
tioned is  founded  on  and  issued  out  by  virtue  of  a  judgment 
signed  on  a  certain  warrant  of  attorney,  bearing  date  3d 
December,  1840,  purporting  to  be  given  by  the  said  Tho* 
mas  Hamlet  to  the  above-named  plaintiff,  as  a  collateral 
security  for  the  sum  of  5000/.  as  therein  mentioned ;  and 
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that  such  test.  fi.  fa.  was  duly  eiecuted  on  the  effects  of  1843. 
the  said  T.  H.  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Bucks,  at 
Barfaam,  in  the  said  county,  on  the  22d  January,  1841/' 
They  also  relied  on  the  execution  not  being  completed, 
bafing  been  executed  by  seizure  only.  On  this  point, 
WkUmore  v.  Robert$on{a)  was  cited  for  them;  but  as  that 
case  was  then  pending  before  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
error  from  the  Exchequer,  his  lordship  reserved  the  point, 
II  the  same  time  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

In  the  following  term  UrU  Q.  C.  moved  accordingly  for 
a  rale  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  enter  it  for  the 
piaiDtiff,  relying  on  the  ground  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in 
WMtmore  v.  Robertson  (a).  He  contended  further,  that 
ciea  if  that  authority  were  upheld,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  succeed,  inasmuch  as  the  admission,  which  was  all  the 
evidence  for  the  defendants,  did  not  shew  necessarily  that 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  given  *'  in  any  action  com- 
menced adversely,"  in  the  words  of  1  Wili.  4,  c.  7,  s.  7 ; 
it  must  therefore  be  taken  as  against  the  defendants,  that  it 
was  given  in  an  action  commenced  adversely,  and  therefore 
protected  by  that  statute,  and  exempted  from  the  effect  of 
6  Geo.  4«  c.  16,  s.  108,  on  which  the  defendants  relied. 
He  also  contended  that  on  the  form  of  the  issue  the  de- 
fendants should  have  proved  the  bankruptcy.  The  rule  was 
refused  on  the  last  point,  and  granted  on  the  two  others. 
(In  the  interval  before  shewing  cause  against  the  rule,  the 
dedsion  in  Whitmore  v.  Robertson  {a)  was  confirmed  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  Skey  v.  Carter  (b).  The  first  point 
was  therefore  abandoned  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.) 

Thniger  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  terms 
of  the  admission,  fairly  construed,  were  suflicient  to  shew 
that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  given  in  any  action 
commenced  adversely ;  but  that,  if  not,  it  lay  on  the  plaintiff 
to  bring  himself  within  the  exception,  not  on  the  defendants 
to  negative  it,  and  cited  Rawdon  v.  Wenttoorth{c). 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  463.        (b)  11  M.  &  W.  571.        (c)  10  M.  &  W.  36. 
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Erie  coDtri^  cited  Crosfield  v.  Stanley  {a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  is  the  plaintiff  who  seeks  to 
try  the  validity  of  his  fieri  facias ;  it  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
that  he  ought  so  to  point  the  issue  as  to  shew  its  validity ; 
if  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  in  an  adverse  action^  it 
is  for  him  to  say  so.  But  at  all  events  the  admission  as 
framed  in  my  opinion  shews,  when  read  with  fairness,  that 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  given  in  any  action  com- 
menced adversely. 

Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  were  it 

otherwise,  it  is  clear  that  if  J  Will.  4,  c.  7,  s.  7,  had  not 

passed,  the  defendants  would  have  been  entitled ;  then  it 

should  seem  that  it  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  bring  himself 

within  that  enactment. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  87. 


May  ZOth. 

On  the  execu- 
tion of  a  writ 
of  elegit  the 
sheriff's 
poundage 
under  statutes 
3  Geo.  1,  c.  15, 
s.  16»  and  8 
Geo,  1,  c.  25, 
s.  5y  is  to  be 
calculated  on 
die  jreariy 
value  of  the 
lands  extend- 
ed, and  not  on 
the  sum  to  be 
levied  under 
the  writ. 


Nash  and  another  v.  Allen,  Esq. 

C/ASE  against  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  Bucks,  for  an 
alleged  extortion  in  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  elegit. 
Plea:  not  guilty  by  statute. 

It  appeared  from  a  case  stated,  by  the  consent  of  the 
respective  parties^  under  an  order  of  Williams  J.,  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  recovered  a  judgment  for  1000/.  debt  and 
705.  costs,  against  one  John  Carter,  and  for  obtaining  satis- 
faction thereof,  had  issued  on  the  18th  of  August,  1841, 
a  writ  of  elegit,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Bucks,  in  the 
usual  form,  against  the  lands  of  the  said  John  Carter, 
indorsed  by  plaintiffs  to  levy  1003/.  IO5.  and  interest  from 
the  15th  February,  1841,  besides  505.  for  that  writ  and 
besides,  &c.,  and   under  which  writ  the  defendant,  the 
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sheriff  of  Bucks,  held  an  inquisition,  and  extended,  on  that  1843. 
elegit,  lands  of  the  said  John  Carter,  of  the  yearly  value  of 
49/.,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  the  lands  under  the  said 
writ;  that  the  sheriff  claimed  and  received  poundage  for 
executing  the  said  writ,  the  sum  of  27/.  1  U.  ^d.,  being  the 
poundage  on  the  sum  indorsed  on  that  writ;  and  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court  was  required,  whether  the  sheriff  is  en- 
titled to  poundage  on  executing  a  writ  of  elegit,  and  if  so, 
whether  the  poundage  is  payable  on  the  whole  debt,  or 
only  on  the  annual  value  of  the  land  extended  under  the 
elegit, 

Aikunon  for  the  plaintiff.     The  sheriff  is  only  entitled 
to  poundage  on  the  annual  value  of  the  land  extended,  and 
Qot  on  the  whole  amount  indorsed  on  the  writ.     The  ques- 
tion depends  upon  the  construction  of  statute  3  Geo.  1, 
c  15,  s.  16,  which  provides  for  ascertaining  the  fees  for 
executing  writs  of  elegit,  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the 
extending  of  real  estates,  and  for  ascertaining  the  fees  for 
executing  of  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisi- 
nam.     The  enacting  part  of  the  section,  it  is  true,  names 
odIv  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam,  but 
it  extends  also  to  writs  of  elegit.     The  words  are, ''  that  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  sheriff,  &c.  by  reason  or  colour 
of  their  office  or  offices,  or  by  reason  or  colour  of  their 
executing  of  any  writ  or  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem 
aut  seisinam,"  to  take  more  "  than  the  sum  of  Vld,  for  every 
20f.  of  the  yearly  value  of  any  manor,  &c.  whereof  posses- 
sion or  seisin  shall  be  by  them  or  any  of  them  given."     If 
this  is  confined  only  to  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem 
aut  seisinam,  then  no  effect  will  be  given  to  the  words  "  by 
reason  or  colour  of  their  office  or  offices.*'     But  the  safest 
course  in  the  construction  of  statutes  is  to  give  effect  to  the 
particular  vi*ords  of  the  enacting  clause,  and  when  the  legis- 
lature in  the  same  sentence  uses  different  words,  it  is  to  be 
presumed    that  they  are  used  in  order  to  express  different 
ideas:  see  the  judgment  of  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  in  Rex 
VOL.  I. —  D.  M.  c 
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1843.        V,  Great  Bolton  (a).     Here  the  words  ^*  by  reason  or  colour 
of  their  oiEce  or  oiEces''  have  a  particular  reference  to  writs 
of  elegit,  for  there  is  difficulty  in  saying  when  a  writ  of 
elegit  is  executed.     The  words  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
clause,  *^  whereof  possession  shall  be  by  them  or  any  of 
them  given/'  are  capable  of  being  applied  to  writs  of  elegit 
as  well  as  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  (6).     But 
the  legislature  has  put  a  construction  upon  this  statute  in 
the  subsequent  act  of  the  8  Geo.  1,  c.£5«  s.  5,  which  enacts 
that  **  no  sherifF  of  any  county  shall  take  for  the  extent  and 
liberate,  and  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam,  on 
the  real  estate,  any  more  fees  than  are  appointed  by  statute 
3  Geo.  1,  c.  )5,  s.  16,  for  executing  a  writ  of  elegit  and 
habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam,  under  the  like 
penalties  and  forfeitures/'    This  is  a  legislative  exposition 
of  the  former  statute,  and  shews  that  the  fees  to  be  taken 
by  the  sheriff,  on  extending  land  under  a  writ  of  elegit,  are 
regulated  by  it  and  limited  to  poundage  on  the  annual  value 
of  the  land  extended.    This  mode  of  construction  has  been 
adopted  by  the  Courts.      Statute   1 1  Geo.  4  ^  1  Will.  4, 
c.  60,  s.  8,  in  terms  applies  to  trustees  only,  and  it  was 
held  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  a  mortgagee  was  not 
within  the  act,  so  as  to  authorise  him  in  appointing  a  per- 
son to  reconvey  an  estate  to  the  party  entitled  to  the  equity 
of  redemption  on  the  death  of  the  mortgagor  intestate,  as 
to  his  real  estate,  and  without  any  known  heir :  In  re  God' 
dard(c),  Re  Stanley  {d).     But,  after  the  passing  of  stat.  4  & 
5  Will.  4,  c.  23,  the  Court  held  that  the  2d  section  of  that 
statute — which  empowers  the  Court  of  Chancery,  "  where 
any  person  seised  of  any  land  upon  any  trust,  or  by  way  of 
mortgage,  dies  without  an  heir,  to  appoint  a  person  to 
convey  such  land  in  like  manner  as  is  provided  by  statute 
1 1  Geo.  4  8c  1  Will.  4,  c.  60,  in  case  such  trustee  or  mort- 
gagee had  left  an  heir  and  it  was  not  known  who  was  such 
heir" — brought  mortgagees  and  the  heirs  of  mortgagees 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  74 ;  S.  C.  2  M.  &  R.  225.        (c)  1  Myl.  &  K.  25. 
(6)  3  Inst.  396.  (d)  5  Sim.  320. 
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withio  the  Sth  section  of  the  act  of  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,         1843. 
c.60,althoogh  trustees  only  are  named  in  it;  the  legislature 
bviog  assumed  that  that  statute,  though  in  terms  confined 
to  trustees,  extended  in  operation  to  mortgagees  also. 

W.  H.  Watson  for  the  defendant.  The  sheriff  is  entitled 
to  poundage  on  the  whole  sum  indorsed  on  the  writ.  The 
qoeation  was  decided  by  the  arbitrator  in  Price  v.  Hollice  (a) 
io  favour  of  the  sheriff,  but  the  Court  gave  no  opinion  upon 
die  correctness  of  his  judgment.  But  it  is  clear  that  before 
tiie  passing  of  stat.  3  Geo.  1,  c.  15,  the  sheriff  was  so  entitled. 
The  fees  of  the  sheriff  prior  to  that  act  were  regulated  by 
Stat  29  EUz.  c  4,  which  enacts  **  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful 
for  any  sheriff,  &c.  to  have,  receive  or  take,  for  the  serving 
•od  executing  of  any  extent  or  execution  upon  the  body, 
bods,  goods  or  chattels  of  any  person,  more  than  \2d.  for 
every  20i.  where  the  sum  does  not  exceed  100/.,  and  6d.  for 
every  205.  being  over  and  above  the  said  sum  of  100/.;  that 
be  or  they  shall  so  levy  or  extend  and  deliver  in  execution, 
or  take  the  body  in  execution  for,  by  virtue  and  force  of  any 
soch  extent  or  execution."  This  extends  to  writs  of  elegit : 
Jayson  v.  Rash(b).  In  Peacock  v.  Harris  {c),  Powell  J,  is 
made  to  express  a  doubt  with  regard  to  the  opinion  of 
Holt  C.  J.  in  the  former  case,  but  in  the  subsequent  case 
of  Tyson  v.  Paske  {d)  he  agrees  with  Holt  C.  J.,  and  says 
that  extent  generally  is  the  word  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth, 
and  that  an  extent  upon  an  elegit  was  an  extent  within  the 
statute,  as  well  as  an  extent  upon  a  statute.  These  cases 
are  referred  to  in  Com.  Dig.  Viscount,  (F).  But  there  are 
no  words  in  the  enacting  clause  of  the  statute  3  Geo.  I, 
c.  15,  which  can  apply  to  the  writ  of  elegit ;  the  words  in 
the  latter  part  of  the  clause,  "  whereof  possession  or  seisin 
shall  be  by  them  or  any  of  them  given,"  clearly  apply  to 
writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  and  habere  facias  sei- 
sioam  only,  and  not  to  writs  of  elegit.    The  writ  of  elegit 

(fl)   I  Man.  &  S.  105.  (f)  1  Salk.  332. 

(*)  1  Salk.  209.  {d)  1  Salk.  333. 
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requires  the  sheriflT  to  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  tenant, 
by  a  reasonable  price  and  extent,  all  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  defendant,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the  plough, 
and  also  a  moiety  of  all  his  lands.  And  it  is  executed  by 
the  sheriff  taking  an  inquisition  and  setting  the  lands  out 
by  metes  and  bounds,  but  the  sheriff  cannot  give  possession 
of  the  lands  unless  they  are  in  the  occupation  of  the  de- 
fendant himself :  Rogers  V,  Pitcher  {a) >  If  the  statute  then 
had  contemplated  the  writ  of  elegit,  it  would  have  said, 
any  such  lands  as  the  sheriff  shall  extend,  and  the  words  of 
the  statute  of  Elizabeth  are,  '*  levy,  extend  and  deliver  in 
execution."  But  the  writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem 
applies  only  to  ejectment,  and  the  writ  of  habere  facias 
seisinam  only  to  real  actions,  and  therefore  the  writ  of  elegit 
is  not  within  3  Geo.  1,  c.  15.  The  plaintiff  also  by  an 
elegit  gets  his  debt  paid  by  extent  and  delivery  of  a  moiety 
of  the  defendant's  land,  and  he  can  never  have  any  other 
execution;  therefore  when  the  sheriff  has  delivered  the 
moiety  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  he  has  extended  the 
whole  debt,  and  is  entitled  to  poundage  upon  the  sum 
indorsed  on  the  writ.  To  adopt  the  construction  contended 
for  by  the  other  side  would  be  to  extend  the  enacting 
clause  by  the  preamble,  which  is  contrary  to  the  rules  of 
exposition.  The  preamble  may  be  compared  with  the  dif- 
ferent clauses  to  collect  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and 
when  the  intention  is  apparent,  and  an  inconvenience  would 
arise  from  giving  full  effect  to  the  words  employed  in  the 
enacting  clause,  it  may  be  used  in  restraint  of  their  gene- 
rality, or  it  may  be  resorted  to  in  explanation  of  the  enact- 
ing clause  if  it  be  doubtful :  Crespigny  v.  Witlenoom  {b). 
But  the  enacting  clause  can  never  be  extended  by  the  pre- 
amble:  Wilson  y.  Knubley{c).  The  cases  cited  upon  Sir 
JB.  Sugden's  Act  do  not  apply,  for  the  word  trustees  may 
well  be  held  to  embrace  mortgagees;  but,  if  the  construction 
contended  for  on  the  other  side  be  correct,  it  will  follow 

(a)  6  Taunt.  202.  on  Statutes,  pp.  656,  762. 

(6)  4  T.  R.  793;  and  Dwarris  (c)  7  East,  128. 


Nasq 


TRINITY  T£HM,  VI  VICT.  21 

that,  if  there  should  be  a  writ  of  elegit  indorsed  to  levy  90L,         1843. 

aod  the  sheriff  were  to  extend  an  estate  of  5000/.  a  year, 

be  mrould  be   entitled  to  poundage  on  the  3000/.,  which  is  v. 

absurd.     But  the  debt  is  the  true  criterion  of  the  amount       ^^^^^' 

of  the  sheriff's  poundage ;  if  he  takes  the  body,  he  is 

entitled  to  his  poundage  on  the  whole  debt,  and  so  also  if 

he  extends  the  land. 

Atkinson  in  reply.  The  absurdity  would  be  the  same  if 
the  debt  were  oOOOL,  and  the  annual  value  of  the  land  20/., 
if  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  his  poundage  on  the  debt.  The 
elegit  is  given  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster,  2,  13  Ed.  1, 
c.  IB,  which  gives  the  creditor,  at  his  option,  "quod  vice- 
comes  fieri  faciat  de  terris  et  catallis  debitoris,  vel  quod 
ncecomes  liberet  ei  omnia  catalla  debitoris,  exceptis  bobus 
et  affris  carucs,  et  medietatem  terras  suae,quousque  debitum 
fuerit  levatum  per  rationabile  pretiuni  et  extentum."  And, 
if  it  appear  to  the  sheriff  there  are  goods  and  chattels  suffi- 
cient of  the  debtor  to  satisfy  the  debt,  he  ought  not  to  extend 
the  lands  (a).  Under  the  2gth  of  Eliz,  c.  4,  the  sheriff  was 
only  entitled  to  poundage  upon  an  elegit  where  he  extended 
the  goods;  but  where  the  execution  was  against  the  real 
estate  only,  and  no  goods  were  taken,  he  was  entitled  to 
no  poundage :  Lacy  v.  Barry  (6). 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — The  statute  8  Geo.  J,  c.  25,  s.  5, 
assumes  that  the  statutes  Geo.  1,  c.  15,  s.  IG,  had  fixed 
limits  to  the  sheriff's  fees  on  the  execution  of  writs  of 
elegit.  The  latter  statute  provides,  that  for  ascertaining 
the  fees  for  executing  of  writs  of  elegit,  so  far  as  the  same 
relate  to  the  extending  of  real  estates,  and  for  ascertaining 
the  fees  for  executing  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem 
aut  seisinana,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  sheriff,  &c.  or 
any  of  them,  by  reason  or  colour  of  their  ofiice  or  offices, 
or  by  reason  or  colour  of  their  executing  any  writ  or  writs 
of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam,  to  demaud, 
(a)  2  Inst.  395.  (6)  %  Siderfin,  155. 
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184S.  ask,  receive  or  take  any  other  or  greater  fees  than  are  there 
enumerated.  Passing  over  the  words  "  by  reason  or  colour 
of  their  office  or  offices,**  there  do  not  appear  to  be  any 
words  which  directly  apply  to  writs  of  elegit.  But  we  are 
bound  to  give  some  meaning  to  these  words,  and  they  are 
capable  of  being  applied  to  writs  of  elegit;  we  shall  there- 
fore break  in  upon  no  rule  of  construction  by  saying  that 
these  words,  "  by  colour  of  their  office  or  offices,"  in  the 
enacting  clause,  were  intended  by  the  legislature  expressly 
to  apply  to  the  extending  of  real  estates  by  a  writ  of  elegit. 
I  think,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  is  entitled  to 
recover. 

Patteson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words 
**  by  reason  or  colour  of  their  office  or  offices,"  in  the  en- 
acting part  of  this  section,  apply  to  writs  of  elegit,  which 
are  mentioned  in  the  preamble.  To  construe  the  statute 
in  this  manner  is  not  to  extend  the  enacting  clause  by  the 
preamble,  but  to  give  effect  to  the  whole  of  the  words  of 
the  enacting  clause.  "  By  reason  or  colour  of  their  executing 
writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam,"  apply  to 
the  latter  part  of  the  preamble,  and  '^  by  reason  or  colour 
of  their  office  or  offices"  to  the  execution  of  writs  of  elegit, 
so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the  extending  of  real  estates. 
Unless  we  adopt  that  construction  which  the  legislature  has 
already  put  on  the  act  by  the  subsequent  statute  of  the 
8  Geo.  1,  c.  25,  s.  5,  we  give  no  force  to  these  words,  "  by 
reason  or  colour  of  their  office  or  offices,"  for  the  latter 
words  of  the  enacting  clause  completely  provide  for  the 
case  of  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam. 

Williams  J. — I  agree  with  my  lord  and  my  brother 
Patteson.  The  words  in  the  concluding  part  of  the  l6th 
section,  *^  whereof  possession  or  seisin  shall  be  by  them  or 
any  of  them  given,"  may  refer  to  writs  of  elegit,  as  well  as 
to  writs  of  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam;  then 
we  are  bound  to  give  effect  to  the  words  "  by  reason  or 
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colour  of  their  office  or  offices/'  and  this  can  onlj  be  done 
by  boldiog  that  they  were  intended  by  the  legislature  to 
appiv  to  the  execution  of  writs  of  elegit^  which  are  men- 
dooed  in  the  preamble  of  the  section,  and  are  clearly  a 
description  of  execution  to  which  the  statute  was  intended 
to  apply.  Then  in  the  statute  of  8  Geo.  \,  c.  25,  a.  5,  the 
kgislature  has  put  a  construction  upon  these  words  by 
eoacting  that  no  sheriff  shall  take  for  the  extent  and  liberate 
uid  habere  facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam  on  the  real 
estate,  and  levy  on  the  personal  estate  by  virtue  of  such 
Client,  any  more  than  the  same  fees  as  are  appointed  by  the 
statute  3  Geo.  \,  for  executing  a  writ  of  elegit  and  habere 
facias  possessionem  aut  seisinam. 

Coleridge  J. — It  is  clear  that  the  legislature  by  the 

statute  3  Geo.  I,  intended  to  ascertain  the  fees  of  the  sheriff 

on  the  execution  of  writs  of  elegit,  so  far  as  the  same  relate 

to  the  extending  of  real  estate.     It  is  so  expressed  with 

accuracy  in  the  preamble.     The  fees  on  the  execution  of 

writs  of  elegit,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  extending  the  goods 

and  chattels  of  the  debtor,  had  been  already  provided  for 

by  Stat*  £9  Eliz.  c.  4.     The  statute  8  Geo.  1,  c.  9,5,  s.  5, 

assumes  that  the  enacting  part  of  stat.  3  Geo.  1  had  carried 

into  effect  that  which  the  preamble  of  the  statute  stated  to 

be  an  object  of  its  enactments.     We  are  bound  to  put  the 

same  construction  upon  the  stat.  3  Geo.  \,  if  there  are  any 

words   in   the  enacting  part  capable  of  being  applied  to 

the  subject-matter.     (His  lordship  then  read  the  section.) 

There  are  the  words,  •*  by  reason  or  colour  of  their  office 

or  offices,**  which  are  capable  of  being  applied  to  writs  of 

elegit^  and  are  useless  for  any  other  purpose,  and  then  the 

words  in  the  latter  part  of  the  clause,  **  whereof  possession 

or  seisin  shall  be  by  them  or  either  of  them  given,"  refer 

back  to  the  particular  writ,  and  also  to  the  writs  of  elegit. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Thwidajf,  Magnay  and  another.  Esquires,  v.  Monger. 

June  Ut, 

Where  a  writ  DEBT  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  sheriffs  of  London,  on  the 
ofca.  sa.  IS  ^^  •      ^  «,.  .    .  i  .. 

delivered  to      Statute  SQth  of  JE/iz.  c.  4,  to  recover  their  poundage  on  the 

the  shenff,  execution  of  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  issued  by  the 
with  direction  ^  .  "^ 

to  be  returned  defendant  on  a  judgment  by  him  against  one  Brokenshtr. 

"uT;  kisMvl'I^  "^^^  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  stated  that  the 

tlieless  the        said  writ,  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  plaintiffs  as 

shenfFtode-     ^^^'^  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant 

toin  the  de-  with  a  direction  to  the  plaintiffs  as  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid, 
feiidant  if  he  •  ^        z»  i  •  i         i  •  j       • 

surrenderhim-  to  satisfy  2 1 o/.,  and  interest  thereon;  and  that  the  said  writ 

surrendered b^  "®  indorsed  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  was  delivered  to  the 
his  bail  before  plaintiffs,  being  the  sheriffs  of  the  city  of  London  as  afore- 
the  writ'^and  **^^'  ^^  ^^  executed  in  due  form  of  law,  and  that  by  virtue 
the  sheriff  is  of  the  said  writ,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  command  therein 
poundage  as  contained,  the  plaintiffs  being  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid, 
on  an  ordinary  afterwards,  and  before  the  return  thereof,  took  and  arrested 

the  said  Brokenshir  by  his  body,  and  had  and  detained  him 

in  their  custody. 

Pleas:   1.  That  the  said  writ  of  ca.  sa.  was  not  indorsed 

by    him,    the   defendant,   as   in   the    declaration    alleged. 

2.  That  the  said  writ  was  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
be  executed  in  due  form  of  law,  in  manner  and  form,  8cc. 

3.  That  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  writ  to  the 
plaintiffs  as  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  the  said  writ  was  in- 
dorsed with  a  direction  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  sheriffs  as 
aforesaid,  to  return  that  the  said  Brokenshir  was  not  to  be 
found  in  their  bailiwick,  as  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  said  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  before  they  took  and 
arrested  the  said  Brokenshir,  were  required  and  directed  by 
the  defendant  not  to  take  or  arrest  him  the  said  Brokenshir 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ. 

Replication.     As  to  the  1st  and  2nd  pleas,  similiter. 

As  to  the  Srd  plea,  that  the  plaintiffs,  before  they  took 
or  arrested  the  said  Brokenshir,  were  not  required  or 
directed  by  the  defendant  not  to  take  or  arrest  him  the  said 
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Brokemhir  under  or  bj  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  in  manner 
and  form,  &c^ 

The  action  was  tried  before  Wightman  J.,  at  the  sittings 
in  Trinity  term,  1842,  when  it  appeared  that  Brokenthir  had 
been  held  to  bail  in  the  action  brought  against  him  by  the 
defoidant  Monger^  who,  with  the  view  of  proceeding  against 
the  bail  in  the  action,  issued  a  ca.  sa.  on  the  8th  November, 
md  left  it  at  the  office  of  the  sheriffs  of  London,  on  that 
dij,  indorsed  to  be  returned  ''non  est.**  On  the  following 
day  Brokenshir  came  with  his  attorney  to  the  office  of  the 
sheriff  and  surrendered  himself  as  the  person  against 
vbom  the  capias  was  directed,  and  was  detained  by  the 
sheriff  and  taken  to  Whitecross  Street.  It  was  proved,  by 
a  witness  from  the  Secondaries  Office,  that  it  is  the  practice 
of  the  office  not  to  issue  warrants  on  these  writs,  but  that 
they  are  entered  in  a  book  for  the  inspection  of  the  public; 
and,  if  the  defendant  came  and  surrendered  himself,  the 
practice  is  to  detain  him,  notwithstanding  the  entry  in  the 
book  of  "  non  est  inventus.**  A  verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  upon  this  evidence,  for  7/.  185.,  and  leave  was 
given  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  de- 
fendant on  the  2nd  and  3d  pleas. 
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Humfrey  in  the  same  term  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accord- 
ingly. 

fF.  H.  Watson  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  poundage  when  the  surrender  is 
voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  When  the  sheriff 
has  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  delivered  to  him, 
with  an  indorsement  upon  it  to  be  returned  non  est  in* 
ventus,  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  against  the  bail,  if 
the  defendant  is  already  in  his  custody,  he  is  bound  to  de* 
tain  bim,  and  the  bail  are  discharged;  Forsyth  v.  Mar- 
rioii{a),  Burks  v.Maine{b).  If  the  debtor  is  in  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff,  even  upon  a  criminal  charge,  the  bail  are  dis- 


(a)  1  N.  R.  251. 


(6)  16  East,  3. 
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charged;  Ward  v.Brumfit{a).  To  return  non  est  inventus 
under  such  circumstances  would  be  a  false  return;  Burks 
V.  Maine{b).  After  judgment  obtained  against  the  prin- 
cipal, the  bail  were  originally  bound  to  render  on  demand, 
but,  in  favour  to  the  bail,  the  issuing  of  the  ca.  sa.  was  con- 
sidered as  notice  to  them  of  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff 
to  proceed  against  the  body  of  the  debtor,  and  they  were 
bound  to  render  him  before  the  return  of  the  writ;  Under" 
hill  V.  Devereux(c).  The  leaving  of  the  ca.  sa,  at  the  office 
of  the  sheriff  is  notice  to  the  bail,  but  the  return  need  not 
be  filed  until  the  plaintiff,  in  scire  facias,  is  called  upon  to 
put  in  a  replication  to  the  plea,  that  no  capias  ad  satisfaci- 
endum was  returned  and  filed  before  the  teste  of  the  scire 
facias;  Hunt  v.  Coxe(d).  But,  if  the  party  surrender  while 
the  writ  is  in  the  office  of  the  sheriff,  he  is  bound  to  detain 
him.  In  the  present  case  the  defendant  comes  and  says, 
**  I  surrender;*'  the  sheriff  could  not  refuse  to  take  him 
without  making  himself  liable  to  the  bail.  The  issue  on 
the  first  plea  is  clearly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  the 
writ  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  with  direction  to  the 
plaintiff  to  satisfy  £06/.  and  interest.  The  second  plea 
is,  that  the  writ  was  not  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be 
executed  in  due  form  of  law.  But  the  writ  was  to  be  ex- 
ecuted in  the  manner  in  which  writs  of  ca.  sa.  are  executed 
when  the  plaintiff  intends  to  proceed  against  the  bail,  and 
the  evidence  shewed  the  practice  of  the  office  to  be  to 
enter  the  writ  with  the  return,  non  est  inventus,  in  the 
books  kept  in  the  office,  and  to  issue  no  warrant  upon  it, 
but  if  the  defendant  came  and  surrendered  himself  to  de- 
tain him.  The  third  plea  is,  that  the  sheriff  was  required 
by  the  plaintiff  not  to  arrest  the  defendant  Brohtndur. 
The  only  proof  of  this  was  the  indorsement  on  the  writ,  ''to 
be  returned,  non  est.^  But  that  was  a  direction  that  the 
sheriff,  under  the  drcumstanoes,  would  not  have  been  jus- 
tified in  obeying.    The  effect  of  such  indorsement  is  in 


(c)  'i  Mau.  &  S.  238. 
(6)  16£ait»a. 


(i*)  *2  Saund.  71c,  note  2. 
{d)  3  Boir.  136a 
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Mk  mh  wodcjc  to  the  sheriff  that  the  plaintiff  intends  to 

pwcwd  aeiBst  the  bail,  mod  that  he  is  to  issue  no  warrant 

m  (k  writ.    TW  mheiiflF  is  not  bound  to  look  for  the  de- 

*ittit:  b«t,  if  be  comes  volontarily  he  can  not  refuse  to 

*^  >■■-    If  be  bod  refiiicd  to  detain  the  defendant,  the 

^B3  «o«ld  bsve  been  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of 

%  scL  or  oi  tbe   plaintiff  in  the  action  for  an  escape. 

^a  tie  ibffia  ooold  ooC  return  non  est  inventus,  if  tbe 

KKaiat  ked  odaayij  bees  in  his  custodj ,  so  if  he  came 

""^  ^*  vn  v^ni  B  tbe  ofice^and  surrendered,  the  sheriff 

«  GAOBcd  iQ  deftnin  haaa,  and  in  defaidt  would  be  liable 

* ^  escape,  aoi  is  fbiiiifcwi  entitled  to  his  poundage  for 


WhM  took  pbce  after  the 
with  tbe  dif  ectioo  to  be 
Tike   rale  is, 
I  «¥i  wvcntat  ia  e^cry  case, 
ii  acanJK  ia  Li»  cattod j :  Stl- 
€^    ikft  i»  tiue  iabiifi^  of  tbe  t-beriff  to  an 
UK  paumaf  if  «tt'.ippe^  frvai 
gamr  tat  aaenfi.  vbert  be  ba.« 
IK  veta^  aac  es:  weaftat.     TW  writ 
us  t&  tat  unt  uf  tat  BHiaftKia  of  tbe 
MIL  wtit«  dirfccte^  to  U( 
c  a  autaurm  iv  tbt  uit-nC  srx 
caaair  iPt  t.-oni|ieb!JC  \t^  prvoMse 
[^iixiem.  «'.  Tut  mil  narv  rmoer 
Sir.  tueL  lat  yVaf»<^ 
ar  am  tih  tiit  «ii€  fif 
eF  tat  piaaiuK  n 
■.  ^  OL     'JraOBmm.  J.  1'  nt  Tcsaa«n  luBivetf 
t»£F:  S0i:  i#t  aL  uputfi.  iin:  r  ati?r  capaa.. 
Jfc  1-  n  ?aa£40-  aaBRT  ta^  wtuT    Tut  KfL-ouc  latntt  u..  tiar. 


u-  ^ 
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for  the  defendant,  for  the  writ  was  in  fact  delivered  to  the 
sheriffs,  with  directions  not  to  execute  it,  but  to  return  non 
est  inventus;  and  the  third  plea  is  also  proved,  for  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  back  of  the  writ,  to  be  returned  non  est 
inventus,  was  a  requisition  and  direction  to  the  sheriff  not 
to  take  and  arrest  Brokenshir. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — If  the  plaintiffs,  the  sheriffs,  did 
in  point  of  fact  arrest  Brokenshir,  they  were  entitled  to 
their  poundage  on  the  arrest,  and  must  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion. The  third  plea  alone  is  material ;  it  is,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such 
sheriffs,  it  was  indorsed  with  a  direction  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
return  that  John  Brokenshir  was  not  to  be  found  in  their 
bailiwick,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  before  they  took  and  ar- 
rested the  said  Jo/i/i  jBroftensAtV,  were  required  and  directed 
by  the  defendant  not  to  take  and  arrest  him.  There  was 
an  indorsement  on  the  writ,  to  be  returned  non  est  in- 
ventus; and,  if  this  is  to  be  intended  as  an  absolute  direc- 
tion to  the  plaintiffs  to  do  so  under  all  circumstances,  the 
plea  would  not  be  good;  for,  if  Brokenshir  were  in  cus- 
tody, or  if  be  surrendered  while  the  writ  was  in  the  office, 
the  sheriff  would  be  bound  to  receive  and  detain  him,  and 
could  not  make  any  such  return.  But  if  the  instructions 
are  to  be  taken  in  the  sense  of  not  going  to  look  after  him, 
but  to  rest  on  their  oars,  then  the  plaintiffs  were  not  re- 
quired not  to  arrest,  but  only  not  to  look  after  Brokenshir, 
for  the  purpose  of  arresting  him.  And  this  is  the  real 
meaning  of  the  direction  implied  by  the  indorsement  on 
the  writ;  and  in  that  sense  the  plaintiffs  were  not  required 
and  directed  by  the  defendant  not  to  take,  but  only  not  to 
look  after  Brokenshir,  and  the  issue  is  properly  found  for 
them. 


Patteson  J.  The  meaning  of  the  indorsement  on  the 
writ,  to  be  returned  non  est  inventus,  is  only  that  the 
sheriff  is  to  take  no  steps  to  arrest.     But  if  the  defendant 
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surrender,  the  sheriff  must  take  aod  accept  him ;  he  cannot 
refuse  to  receive  him.  Here  there  is  no  instruction  to  the 
sheriff  not  to  receive  Brokenshir,  which  is  the  real  meaning 
of  this  plea,  but  only  to  return  non  est  inventus.  The 
party  has  a  right  to  surrender  himself  in  discharge  of  his 
bail,  and  the  bail  have  a  right  to  render  the  defendant  in 
their  own  discharge,  and,  if  this  is  done  while  the  capias  is 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  the  defendant  is  arrested  under 
the  writ,  and  the  sheriff  cannot  return  non  est  inventus. 
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Monger. 


Williams  J.  The  sheriff  is  not  to  be  perplexed  by 
doubtful,  half-contradictory  instructions  on  the  back  of  the 
writ.  Here  the  writ  is  to  be  returned  non  est  inventus; 
that  is,  if  the  sheriff  can  make  such  a  return.  This  does 
not  amount  to  instructions  not  to  receive  the  defendant,  if 
he  come  and  surrender  himself,  but  only  that  the  sheriff  is 
not  to  go  and  seek  after  him.  But  if  he  have  him  already, 
or  if  the  defendant  comes  to  the  sheriff,  and  says,  '*  Here  I 
am,  take  me,'*  the  sheriff  cannot  refuse,  and  return  non  est 
inventus;  be  is  bound  to  detain  him,  and,  if  so,  he  is  entitled 
to  bis  poundage  on  the  arrest. 


WiGHTMAN  J.     The  plaintiffs  are  clearly  entitled  to  re- 
cover on  the  second  and  third  issues.     The  second  plea  is, 
that  the  writ  was  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  to  be  exe- 
cuted in  due  form  of  law.     Now  il  would  be  executed  in 
due  form  of  law,  by  the  sheriff  returning  non  est  inventus, 
if  the  defendant  was  not  in  fact  in  his  custody,  or  if  he  did 
not  surrender  while  the  writ  was  in  the  office.     But  if  the 
defendant  came  in  and  surrendered,  then  the  execution,  in 
due  form  of  law,  is  for  the  sheriff  to  take  him  and  to  keep 
him.     If  the  sheriff  were  to  let  him  go  after  that,  and  to 
return   non  est  inventus,  he  would   make  himself  liable. 
Then,  on  the  third  issue,  there  is  no  direction  on  the  writ 
not  to  take  and  arrest.     The  meaning  of  the  indorsement, 
^to  be  returned  non  est  inventus,"  is  only  for  the  sheriff  not 
to  look  after  the  defendant.     But,  if  he  come  in,  the  sheriff 
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cannot  refuse  to  take  him;  on  the  contrary,  he  is  bound  to 
^j^Qjf^y       take,  and  keep  him  when  he  has  taken  him.     If  the  sheriiF 
V.  were  to  let  him  go,  the  plaintiff  would  be  in  this  situation, 

he  could  not  fix  the  bail,  for  there  would  have  been  a  sui^ 
render,  neither  could  he  retake  the  defendant  The  sheriff 
is  therefore  bound  to  receive  him,  and  liable  if  he  refuse  to 
do  so,  and  therefore  clearly  entitled  to  his  poundage. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 


Robins  v.  Viscount  Maidstone. 
June  la. 

Assumpsit  by    ASSUMPSIT  by  plaintiff  as  indorsee  of  two  promissory 

lodorsoc 

against  the       notes  dated  1st  October  1842,  and  made  by  the  defendant, 

maker  of  a        payable  to  John  Phillip  Beavan  or  order,  four  months  after 

promissory  .       ,  , 

note  payable     the  date  thereof,  the  one  being  for  II6O/.  155.,  and  the 

Thft  t^'e  nite'  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^'  '^*-  ^'^  ^^^  indorsed  by  him  to  the  plain- 
was  delivered    tiff. 

maker  without  ^^**  P'®*'  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  promissory  note  in  the  said  first 
consideration,  count  mentioned,  was  made  by  him  the  defendant,  and 
that  P.  JB.        delivered  to  the  said  J.  P.  Beavan  without  any  value  or 

might  raise       consideration  whatever  as  between  the  defendant  and  the 

money  thereon       .      ^    -n    n 

in  the  maker's  Said  J.  P.  Beavan,  and  in  order  that  the  said  J.  P.  Beavan 

the  plaintiff  ™g*^^  ""^'^e  money  thereon  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
advanced  fendant,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that  there  never  was  any 
riu  of  the  note  consideration  or  value  whatever  given  by  the  said  J.  P. 
a  certain  Beavan,  or  received  by  the  defendant  for  the  said  delivery 

money,  to  wit,  of  said  note  to  the  said  J.  P.  Beavan,  nor  had  he  the  said 

SCO/.,  and  no 
more,  and  the 

note  was  therefore  indorsed  by  the  said  P.  B.  to  the  plaintiff;  that  afterwards  and 
before  the  commencement  of  thesuit,  the  plaintiff  was  paid  and  satisfied  by  the  defendant 
all  the  money  b^  him  so  advanced  as  aforesaid,  and  all  his  right,  title  and  cause  of 
action  upon  and  m  respect  of  the  same.  The  replication  denied  the  payment  and  satis- 
faction. 

Ac  the  trial  the  defendant  gave  no  evidence  in  support  of  his  plea,  and  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  under  the  direction  of  the  judge  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  note  *.  Held,  that 
the  direction  was  right,  and  that  the  defendant  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  admission 
in  the  pleadings,  that  only  200/.  had  been  advanced,  to  limit  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover  to  that  sum. 

When  a  plea  consists  of  two  material  allegations,  one  of  which  is  traversed,  and  found 
against  the  defendant,  the  whole  plea  fails. 
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/.  P.  Beatfan  at  any  time  any  claim  or  demand  against  the 
said  defendant  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  said  note ;  and  the 
defendant  further  saitb,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said 
oote,  and  before    any    indorsement  thereof  by  the  said 
J'P.Beavan^  to  wit«  on  the  said  Ist  October,  he  the  said 
/.  P.  Beavan,  Tor   the    purpose  aforesaid,  applied  to  and 
reqoested  the  plaintiff   to  make  an  advance  of  money  upon 
the  security  of  the  said  note.    And  the  defendant  further 
saith,  that  the  plaintiff  then  thereupon  advanced  upon  the 
security  of  the  said  note  a  certain  small  sum  of  money  only» 
to  wit,  ^00/.  and    no  more,  and  the  said  note  was  then 
thereupon  indorsed  and  delivered  by  the  said «/.  P.  Beavan 
to  the  plainti£F.     And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  except 
as  aforesaid  there  never  was  at  any  time  existing  any  con* 
sideration  or  value  whatever  for  the  said  making  or  indorsing 
of  the  said  note,  or  for  the  payment  thereof.     And  the 
defendant  further  saith,  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  was  duly  paid  and 
satisfied  by  the  defendant  all  the  money  by  him  so  advanced 
as  aforesaid,  upon  the  security  of  the  said  note^  and  all 
his  the  plsuntiff 'a  right,  title  and  cause  of  action  upon  or 
in  respect  of  the  said  promissory  note,  &c. 

Heplication.  And  as  to  the  plea  of  the  defendant  by 
him  fourthly  above  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  saith  that  he  was 
not  paid  or  satisfied  by  the  defendant  the  money  by  him 
the  plaintiff  so  advanced  upon  the  security  of  the  said  note 
in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  his  the  plaintiff's  right, 
title  and  cause  of  action  upon  and  in  respect  of  the  said 
promissory  note  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  is 
alleged,  &c. 

With  respect  to  the  other  count  there  was  a  similar  plea, 
alleging  that  only  150/.  had  been  advanced,  and  a  similar 
replication. 

At  the  trial  before  Wighiman  J.  at  the  sittings  during 
this  term,  no  evidence  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  notes. 
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Thesiger^  for  the  defendant,  now  moved  to  reduce  the 
^^^^       damages    to   200/.   on    the   one   note,    and    to    150/.    on 
V,  the   other,  or  for   a   new   trial   for    misdirection.       The 

Maidstom.  plaintiff  has  admilled  by  his  replication  that  200/.  and 
no  more  has  been  advanced  on  the  first  note,  and  150/. 
and  no  more  on  the  second,  and  he  has  taken  issue  on  the 
satisfaction  of  that  sum.  If  he  intended  to  recover  more 
than  these  sums,  he  should  have  shewn  how  much  more 
had  been  advanced,  otherwise  he  will  only  be  entitled  to 
that  amount,  for  the  parties  have  agreed  to  limit  the  inquiry 
to  whether  the  money  mentioned  in  the  pleas  has  been 
satisfied.  This  case  is  free  from  the  hardship  pointed  out 
by  Alderson  B.  in  Smith  v.  Martin  (a),  for  the  whole  facts 
stated  in  the  plea  are  within  the  plaintifi^'s  knowledge  if  true; 
the  plaintifi^  must  have  known  whether  in  fact  he  had 
advanced  only  200/.  on  the  one  note,  and  150/.  on  the 
other,  and  he  might  have  denied  that  he  advanced  no  more 
than  those  sums,  but  he  has  chosen  to  deny  the  repayment 
of  them  by  the  defendant.  In  Bingham  v.  Stanley  (b)  the 
plea  was,  that  the  check  was  made  by  defendant,  and  deli- 
vered to  a  third  person  to  secure  a  gaming  debt,  and  by 
him  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  without  consideration.  The 
plaintiff  replied  that  it  was  delivered  to  plaintiff  for  a  good 
consideration  ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  illegal  making  of 
the  check  was  so  admitted  on  the  pleadings  as  to  throw  on 
the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  proving  the  consideration.  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  there,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  says,  ^'We  think  that  an  admission  made  in  the  course 
of  pleading,  whether  in  express  terms  or  by  omitting  to 
traverse  what  has  been  before  alleged,  must  be  taken  as  an 
admission  for  all  purposes  of  the  cause."  The  plaintiff  has 
therefore  admitted  an  advance  of  200/.  and  no  more  on  this 
note,  and  cannot  be  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  sum.  It 
is  true  that  the  sum  in  each  plea  is  laid  under  a  videlicet, 
but  it  is  a  material  allegation,  and  the  manner  of  stating  it 

(fl)  9  M.  &  W.  308.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  117;  5.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  237. 


TRINITY  T£RM,  VI  VICT.  33 

cannot  make  it  otherwise  :  Grimwood  v.  Barrit(a),  Monks  v.        1843. 

Lahee{b),     The  allegation  was  therefore  traversable,  and 

not  being  traversed  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff;  besides 

the  words  and  no  more,  fix  the  amounts  and  limit  them  to 

200/.  and  150/.  respectively.     Here  it  is  as  if  there  had 

been  two  separate  pleas,  and  but  one  replication,  so  that 

ooe  plea  only  is  answered.     IfVightman  J.  The  defendant 

has  joined  issue  on  the  payment,  and  it  is  found  against 

bim,  and    the  whole  plea  goes  with  it.      The  admission 

contained  in  the  plea  is  only  available  for  the  purpose  of 

tbe  plea,  and,  if  a  material   allegation  which   has   been 

traversed  is  found  against  the  defendant,  the  whole  plea  is 

gone,  there  is  an  end  of  it.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  the  following  vacation,  (June  ^O). — This  was  an 
action  upon  two  promissory  notes  made  by  the  defendant, 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  indorsee.  The  defendant 
pleaded,  as  to  the  first  note,  that  it  was  given  to  the  payee 
to  raise  money  for  the  defendant  by  way  of  discounting, 
that  this  was  not  done,  and  afterwards  the  plain  tiff  advanced 
200/.  and  no  more  on  the  security  of  that  note,  which  was 
indorsed  to  him,  and  that  the  2O0l,  so  advanced  had  been 
paid.  The  replication  traversed  that  the  200/.  so  advanced 
had  been  paid.  There  was  a  similar  plea  and  replication  to 
tbe  other  note.  On  this  issue,  the  defendant  offered  no 
evidence  of  payment,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  notes.  A  motion  is  now  made  for  a  new 
trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  reduce  the  verdict 
to  200/.,  which  is  grounded  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  denying  only  the  payment  of  the  200/.  so  ad- 
vanced, has  admitted  that  no  more  was  advanced,  and 
therefore  can  recover  no  more.  For  this  position,  the  case 
(a)  6  T.  R.  4e0.  {b)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  408. 

VOL.  I.— D.  M.  D 
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of  Bingham  v.  Stanley  (a)  was  cited,  in  which  the  Court 
held, ''  that  an  admission  made  in  the  course  of  pleading, 
whether  in  express  terms,  or  by  omitting  to  traverse  what 
has  been  before  alleged,  must  be  taken  as  an  admission  for 
all  purposes  of  the  cause,  whether  the  facts  relate  to  the 
parties  or  to  third  persons,  provided  that  the  allegation  so 
made  be  material." 

In  the  Exchequer,  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Smith  v. 
Martin{b),  expressions  are  used  not  agreeing  with  other 
expressions  used  by  this  Court  in  Bingham  v.  Stanley  {a), 
yet,  looking  to  the  facts  of  both  the  cases,  it  will  be  found 
that  there  was  no  real  difference  of  opinion  between  the 
Courts.  The  expression  in  Bingham  v,  Stanley {b),'*  for 
all  purposes  of  the  cause,"  is  not  strictly  correct,  for,  as  it 
stands,  it  might  be  supposed  that  it  extended  to  other  issues 
joined  in  the  cause,  as  well  as  that  which  arises  out  of  the 
particular  pleading,  one  allegation  of  which  is  traversed;  it 
would  have  been  more  correct  to  have  said,  '*  for  all  pur- 
poses regarding  the  issue  arising  from  that  pleading." 

For  instance,  in  this  particular  case,  if  the  defendant  had 
proved  the  payment  which  he  alleged,  it  would  not  have 
been  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  given  evidence  that 
more  had  been  advanced :  if  he  had  wished  to  have  done 
so,  he  ought  to  have  traversed  the  allegation  that  no  more 
had  been  advanced,  and  perhaps  shewn  how  much  more. 
But  where  a  plea  consists  of  several  material  allegations^ 
one  of  which  is  traversed,  and  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
there  is  an  end  of  the  plea  altogether,  and  the  defendant 
can  take  no  advantage  of  that  part  which  was  not  traversed. 
The  defendant  sustains  no  injury,  for  he  has  pleaded  that 
which  is  false,  viz.  the  payment.  If  in  truth  200/.  only  was 
advanced,  he  should  have  so  pleaded,  adding  a  payment  into 
Court  of  the  amount  due,  and  then  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  obliged  either  to  take  the  sum  paid  in  with  costs  in 
discharge  of  the  action,  or  to  have  replied  that  more  was 


(fl)  2  Q.  B.  117;  S.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  237.  (6)  9  M.  &  W.  304. 
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doe,  at  the  peril  of  haviog  a  verdict  against  him,  if  he  failed  1S48. 

to  prove  it.     We  think  that  the  verdict  is  quite  right,  and  ^"^^^^^ 

that  the  rule  must  be  refused.  ^^ 

Rule  refused.  MAiDtxcma. 


Bright  v.  Bbabd.  FruU^, 

June  id. 

Assumpsit.     THc  declaration  was  dated  the  l6th  of  Astumptit  on 

February,  1842,  and  stated  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  bL'niS^to^ 

2l8t  September,  1840,  by  a  certain  agreement  then  made  (he  20th  of 

between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed  in  i^^  whereby 

Dianner  following;  that  is  to  say,  **  Memorandum  of  agree*-  ^^?1^^*°^*^' 

meot  made  this  2l8t  day  of  September,  1840,  between  Mr.  of  the  plaintiff 

Richard  Brighi,  of,  Stc,  of  the  one  part  and  Richard  Beard  ^^'"f^ 

of  the  other  part.  The  said  JR.  Bright  agrees  to  let,  and  the  the  39di  of 

nid  R,  Beard  agrees  to  take,  all  that  dwelling-house  now  in  gtanrat  tbcT* 

the  occupation  of  Mr.  Henry  Dimsdale,  No.  138,  Holborn  ^"^  of  100 

guineas  per 
Bars,  from  the  29th  September  instant,  at  the  rental  of  annum.    The 

100  guineas  per  annum;  the  said  R.  Bright  to  be  entitled  ^^'^"^^^^"jhe 

to  recover  possession  and  the  said  R.  Beard  to  be  at  liberty  i6th  February, 

to  quit  possession  upon  giving  a  quarter  of  a  year's  notice,  averred°hat 

but  not  until  the  expiration  of  the  6r8t  three  quarters  of  a  a  large  sum  of 

year,  that  is  to  say,  neither  party  will  be  at  liberty  to  avail  ^f^^  ^^  ^     ' 

himself  of  auch  right  before  Midsummer  next.     It  is  under-  210/.  of  the 

tent  aforeioid* 
Stood  that  in  the  event  of  the  said  R.  Beard  making  any  for  a  long 

alteration  in  the  house,  he  is  to  restore  the  same  to  its  pre-  P^'^oftme^ 

.  to  wtty  for  two 

sent  state,  if  required  to  do  so,  on  quitting  possession."  yean,  elapsed 

Averment  of  mutual  promises.  ^£aZr!^ofthe 

The  declaration  then  alleged  as  a  breach  :  that  although  «a»^  airee- 

-.^-         ,,  /•!••  •       ment  fbecnme 

the  defendant  hath   never  given   notice   of  his   intention  and  was  due 

to  quit  and  deliver  up  possession  of  the  said  dwelling-  •°p'°  *"|®*'^- 

house  and  premises,  and  although  a  large  sum  of  money^  as  to  105^, 

parcel,  pay- 
meot ;  and  2div,  except  as  to  the  said  sum  of  lOSL,  parcel,  &c.,  that  no  part  of  the  said 
rent,  except  the  said  sum  of  105/.,  parcel,  &c.  had  become  or  was  due  or  pajrable  under 
the  agreement  at  anv  time  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Heldy  oo  special  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  that  it  was  sufficiently  certain  to  what 
pMtion  of  the  rent  that  plea  was  pleaded,  and  that  the  plea  was  good. 

D2 
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to  wit,  the  sum  of  210Z.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a 
long  period  of  time,  to  wit,  two  years,  elapsed  after 
the  making  the  said  promise  and  agreement,  and  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  suit,  became  and  was  due 
and  still  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to 
the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  agreement,  and  the  promise 
of  the  defendant  so  made  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant  hath 
not  paid  the  said  sum  of  money  last  above  mentioned,  or 
any  part  thereof,  &c. 

Pleas :  1.  as  to  105/.,  parceU&c.  payment.  2.  (Except  as 
to  the  said  sum  of  lOd/.,  parcel  of  said  rent  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,)  that  no  part  of  the  said  rent  in  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned,  (except  the  said  sum  of  105/.  parcel,  8cc.) 
had  become  or  was  due  or  payable,  according  to  the  tenor 
and  effect  of  the  said  agreement,  at  any  time  before  or  at 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  in  manner  and  form  as  in 
said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  and  of  this  the  said 
defendant  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  8cc. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  as  grounds  that  the  plea 
amounts  to  an  informal  and  inartificial  mode  of  pleading 
riens  en  arriere,  which  is,  according  to  the  existing  rules  of 
pleading,  an  insufficient  plea  to  this  action.  That  the  said 
plea,  having  admitted  the  contract  declared  on,  is  further 
defective,  in  not  disclosing  affirmatively  and  specifically 
under  what  circumstances  and  wherefore  no  part  of  the 
said  rent  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  except  the  said  sum 
of  i05/.,  parcel,  8cc.  had  become  or  was  due  or  payable, 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  agreement,  at 
any  time  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  as  whether 
in  consequence  of  eviction  or  surrender,  or  of  the  time  for 
payment  of  the  said  rent  not  having  elapsed  by  effluxion  of 
time,  and  that  inasmuch  as  the  non-accrual  due  of  the  said 
rent  might  have  happened  from  either  of  those  or  from 
other  causes,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  shewn  with  cer- 
tainty from  what  precise  cause  such  non-accrual  arose; 
and  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  shewn  specifically  and  dis- 
tinctly to  what  part  and  proportion  of  the  time,  which  bad 
elapsed  after  the  making  of  the  said  demise,  the  said  sum 
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of  103/.  aud  the  said  last  plea  respectively  applied,  and  the  1843. 
defeodaot  ought,  in  pleading  to  a  part  of  the  declaration, 
and  to  a  part  of  the  rent  thereby  claimed  as  he  had  done, 
to  have  shewn  precisely  for  how  much  of  the  time  in  re- 
spect whereof  rent  is  by  the  declaration  claimed  to  have 
accroed  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  up  to  what  precise  period 
the  defendant  intends  by  his  plea  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
and  to  answer  the  declaration.  That  the  plea,  while  at- 
tempting to  deny  a  liability  to  pay  some  part  only  of  the 
rent  claimed  by  the  declaration,  does  not  shew  any  ap- 
portionment of  the  same  rent,  or  how  a  part  thereof  could 
become  due  and  not  the  other  part,  or  how  a  part  thereof 
could  become  discharged  and  not  the  other  part. 

Bacili  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  Two  years'  rent  are 
daimed  on  the  face  of  the  declaration ;  the  plea  in  effect 
only  answers  one  of  them ;  and  it  is  uncertain,  for  it  does 
not  shew  to  which  year's  rent  it  is  intended  to  apply.  If 
the  plea  goes  only  to  part,  it  must  ascertain  the  part  of  the 
declaration  to  which  it  is  applied,  as  in  debt  for  rent  for 
several  years,  if  the  defendant  says  quoad  20/.  parcel  of  the 
rent  nil  debet,  and  does  not  shew  when  the  20/.  was  due  (a): 
Kighley  v.  Buckley  (Jb).  Here  the  defendant  does  not  dis- 
tinguish by  his  plea  which  year's  rent  the  plea  is  intended 
to  meet ;  this  is  important  with  a  view  to  the  trial ;  for  if 
the  defendant  had  two  answers  to  one  year's  rent,  and  no 
answer  to  the  other,  and  did  not  specify  in  his  plea  to  which 
year's  rent  the  answer  pleaded  was  intended  to  apply,  each 
answer  might  be  applied  to  a  different  year  at  the  trial. 
[Paiteson  J.  Your  declaration  shews  on  the  face  of  it  that 
there  is  but  one  year's  rent  due ;  the  date  of  the  agreement 
is  September,  1840,  and  that  of  the  declaration  February, 
1842,  at  that  time  two  years  had  not  elapsed.]  There  is 
an  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  rent  was  due  for  two 
years  elapsed  after  the  making  the  promise,  and,  if  there  is 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (£  27).  (6)  1  Sid.  338. 
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any  repugnancy  in  the  dates,  that  would  only  be  ground 
of  special  demurrer,  and  the  Court  will  give  effect  to  the 
allegation  and  not  consider  the  repugnancy  of  the  dates. 
IPatteson  J.  The  principle  of  the  case  in  Comyns  is,  that 
several  sums  were  due  in  respect  of  rent;  here  the  de- 
claration shews  there  is  only  one.]  Assuming  only  one 
year  to  be  due,  the  plea  is  still  bad,  for  it  confesses  two, 
and  only  professes  to  answer  one,  but  does  not  distinguish 
the  one  for  which  it  is  intended  as  an  answer.  The  de- 
fendant pleads,  except  as  to  105/.  parcel,  &c.,  that  no  part 
except  105/.  parcel,  &c.  was  due  at  any  time  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  This  is  in  effect  riens  in 
arriere,  which  cannot  be  pleaded  to  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  rent,  but  the  plea  ought 
to  shew  by  what  means  there  was  no  rent  in  arrear,  whether 
by  payment  of  the  rent  as  it  became  due  under  the  agree- 
ment, or  that  the  time  of  payment  had  not  arrived :  Baden 
V.  Flight  (a). 


RobimoH  contri.  The  defendant  as  to  one  year's  rent 
pleads  payment;  that  the  plaintiff  has;  and  as  to  all,  ex- 
cept the  one  year,  that  it  bad  never  become  due.  So  that 
as  to  one  year's  rent  there  is  a  complete  answer  on  the 
record,  and  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  one  year  only  is 
due.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  demurred, 
but  it  is  not  clear  that  he  could  have  done  so ;  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration  is  under  a  videlicet,  that  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  210/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  to  wit,  two  years,  became  and  was  due,  and 
still  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid.  If  the  declaration  is  uncer-* 
tain,  the  plea  will  necessarily  be  so  too.  In  Kighky  v. 
Bulkley  (fi)  the  declaration  specifies  the  rent  gone  for  to 
be  for  several  years.  But  the  rule  laid  in  Comyns*  Digest, 
Pleader,  (E  27)»  is  not  confined  to  a  demand  for  rent,  but 
extends  to  all  actions  of  assumpsit:  Swinburne  v.  Ogle{c)i 


(a)  3  Biog.  N.  C.  686.  (6)  1  Sid.  338.  (c)  Lutw.  339. 
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Neither  is  it  now  law  thmt,  if  a  party  plead  to  a  portion  of 
a  whole  demand^  he  must  in  all  cases  specify  the  particular 
portion  to  which  he  intends  to  apply  it.  This  attempt  to 
king  back  the  strictness  of  old  pleading  was  tried  in  Mee 
f.  Tamlmum{a\  and  Lorymer  v.  Vizeu{b),  which  cases 
hafe  been  since  overruled :  Mitchell  v.  Townle]f(c),  Noel  r. 
Dmt{d),  Kmgham  v.  Iiobim{e).  Therefore  the  defend- 
SDt  need  not  specify  the  precise  portions  of  the  sum  claimed 
IB  the  declaration,  to  which  the  plea  applies.  Riens  in 
arriere  may  be  a  bad  plea  to  an  action  on  a  covenant  for 
payment  of  rent,  as  the  defendant  would  thereby  confess 
the  covenant  broken,  and  the  plea  would  be  in  mitigation 
of  damages  only,  but  to  an  action  of  debt  for  rent  it  was 
shiays  a  good  plea.  But  this  is  not  a  plea  of  riens  in  arriere; 
it  is  in  effect  that  the  rent  never  had  been  in  arrear.  The 
words  of  the  plea  are,  that  no  part  of  the  rent  had  become 
due.  It  is  like  the  distinction  between  nil  debet  and  nun- 
qoam  indebitatus.  Baden  v.  Flight  (J)  was  in  covenant, 
and  lifidal  C.  J.  there  says,  "  The  substantial  allegation 
is,  that  the  rent  became  due  during  the  term;  it  is  no 
answer  to  that  allegation  to  say  that  the  rent  did  not  become 
doe  at  a  particular  day."  [Patteson  J.  If  the  action  were 
for  use  and  occupation,  there  would  be  no  difficulty.  Here 
jon  plead  payment  as  to  part,  but  non  assumpsit  will  not 
reach  the  residue  on  account  of  the  special  agreement.] 
But,  if  the  plea  is  bad,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  defect  in  the  declaration,  for  the  plaintiff 
cannot  have  judgment  to  recover  more  than  the  105/.  The 
plaintiff  can  only  have  judgment  for  the  breaches  which  are 
well  assigned,  Pinkney  v.  Inhabitants  de  Rotel{g),  and  the 
Court  may  and  ought  ex  officio  to  give  such  judgment  on 
the  whole  record  as  ought  to  be  given :  Le  Bret  v.  Papil* 

(•)  4  A.  &  E.  SdS;  S.  C.  5  Nev.  (d)  4  M.  &  W.  1S6. 

k  M.  684.  (0  5  M.  &  VV.  94. 

(6)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  82«.  (/)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  685. 

(c)  7  A.  &  E.  164.  (g)  S  Wms.  Saund.  879  a,  n.  14. 
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1843.        lon(a).    {PattesonJ.  How  can  we  enter  judgoieut  upon 
this  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  more  than  105/.  f] 

Bovill  in  reply.  This  is  assumpsit  for  damages,  and  the 
plea  in  Baden  v.  Flight  {b)  is  in  substance  the  same  as  here, 
that  no  rent  ever  became  due.  [Patteson  J.  It  is  that  no 
rent  became  due  on  a  particular  day.]  But  the  plea  is  un- 
certain ;  it  does  not  shew  what  portion  of  the  rent  is  con- 
fessed, nor  does  it  avoid  it. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — This  declaration  is  dated  the 
]6th  of  February,  1842,  and  it  sets  out  at  length  an  agree- 
ment made  the  21st  of  September,  1840,  between  the 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant  of  the  other, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  agrees  to  let,  and  the  defendant  agrees 
to  take,  a  certain  dwelling-house  therein  described,  from 
the  29th  of  September  then  instant,  at  the  rent  of  one 
hundred  guineas  per  annum.  Then,  after  averring  mutual 
promises  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  it  proceeds,  that 
although  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  210/.  of 
the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  two 
years,  elapsed  after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  and 
agreement,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  be- 
came and  was  due,  and  still  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to  the 
plaintiff,  contrary  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  agreement 
and  the  promise  of  the  defendant,  yet  the  defendant  hath 
not  paid  the  said  sum  of  money  last  mentioned,  nor  any 
part  thereof.  Whether  this  statement  of  the  declaration 
might  not  have  been  demurred  to,  is  not  the  question,  but 
it  is  clear  from  the  dates  that  two  years'  rent  could  not 
have  been  due  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The 
defendant,  however,  instead  of  demurring  pleads  as  to  105/. 
parcel  payment,  and  for  a  further  plea,  except  as  to  the 
said  sum  of  105/.  parcel,  that  no  part  of  the  said  rent 

(a)  4  East,  503.  (6)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  685. 
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in  the  declaration  mentioned,  except  the  said  sum  of  105/. 
parcel,  &c.  had  become  or  was  due  or  payable,  according 
to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  agreement,  at  any  time 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  It  is  said  that  this 
is  a  bad  plea,  if  so,  it  would  be  extraordinary,  for  it  puts 
(oith  distinctly  what  the  defendant  means,  and  is  a  denial 
that  any  thing  had  become  due  in  respect  of  rent  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  except  what  had  been  already 
covered  by  the  plea  of  payment  The  decision  in  Baden 
^.FHght{a)  is  not  inconsistent  with  this.  The  allegation 
there  was^  that  during  the  term  two  quarters'  rent  became 
doe,  which  was  clearly  not  answered  by  saying  that  no  rent 
became  due  on  a  particular  day.  Perhaps  what  comes 
after,  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  judgment,  with  respect 
to  the  plea  of  riens  in  arriere,  is  not  accurately  reported. 
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Patteson  J. — There  is  no  necessity  for  us  to  overrule 
the  case  in  Comyns.  The  plea  there  is  as  to  20/.  parcel  of 
rent  for  several  years,  and  it  is  not  certain  to  what  part  it 
is  intended  to  apply.  But  there  can  be  no  want  of  certainty 
in  this  plea  to  this  declaration,  from  the  dates,  for  two 
years  had  not  elapsed  from  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  holding.  The  defendant  pleads  payment  as  to  part. 
Since  the  new  rules,  what  other  plea  could  he  have  put  on 
the  record  as  to  the  other  part?  He  could  not  have 
pleaded  as  to  part  payment,  and  non  assumpsit  as  to  the 
residue,  because  non  assumpsit  only  puts  in  issue  the  par- 
ticular contract.  He  was  therefore  obliged  to  plead  spe- 
cially, and  he  pleads  a  plea  denying  that  any  rent  had 
become  due,  except  the  one  year's  rent,  which  had  been 
covered  by  the  plea  of  payment.  Perhaps  the  declaration 
might  have  been  bad,  if  the  defendant  had  demurred. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff 
has  brought  the  difficulty  on  himself  by  the  allegation  at 


(a)  3  BiDg.N.C.  685. 
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the  close  of  the  declaration,  **  that  although  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  210/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  to  wit,  two  years,  elapsed  after  the  making  of  the 
promise,  became  and  was  due,"  &c.  The  dates  are  incon- 
sistent with  this,  but  I  will  not  undertake  to  say  that  the 
defendant  could  have  trusted  to  that,  there  being  a  direct 
allegation  that  two  years'  rent  was  due.  But  however  he 
does  not  demur;  he  defends  himself  not  by  a  plea  of  riens 
en  arriere,  but  by  saying  except  one  year's  rent  which  I 
have  paid,  no  part  of  the  said  rent  had  become  due  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  so  he  gets  rid  of  the 
whole  demand.     I  think  the  plea  is  certain  enough. 


Coleridge  J, — My  judgment  proceeds  upon  the  aver- 
ments contained  on  this  particular  record*  It  is  clear  here 
from  the  dates,  that  no  more  than  one  year's  rent  could 
have  been  due.  That  claim  is  fully  answered  by  the  plea 
of  payment,  and  a  denial  that  any  more  than^that  year  had 
become  due.  I  do  not  say  that  such  a  plea  may  not  be 
bad  in  many  cases,  for  it  may  under  circumstances  be  neces- 
sary to  specify  to  what  portion  of  the  demand  the  plea  is 
intended  to  apply,  and  in  that  case  a  similar  plea  would 
be  bad.  But  there  is  no  uncertainty  in  this  plea,  which 
does  in  effect  so  specify.  It  is  is  not  therefore  necessary  to 
overrule  the  case  in  Siderfin.  But  getting  rid  of  that  ob- 
jection, the  plea  is  certainly  free  from  the  objection  in 
FHghiy.  Baden{a). 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


(a)  S  Bing.  N.  C.  685. 
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De  Bebnardis  V.  Spalding.  Friday, 

June  2n<L 
Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  for  1080  francs.  Assumpsit 
made  bj  the  defendant  at  Brussels,  dated  the  2gth  of  Oc-  f^Q^ant  m 

tobcr,  1842,  and  payable  the  20th  of  November  in  the  maker  of  a 

promissory 
amcyear.  note.    Plea, 

Plea:   That  the  said  note  was  made  and  delivered  in  that  the  note 

was  made  at 
pvts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  Brussels,  in  the  kingdom  Brassels,  and 

of  Belgium,  and  that  at  the  said  time  of  the  making  and  of^Belidumis, 

fchvery  thereof,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  that  no  person 

igreement,  and  of  the  making  of  the  loan  and  advance  in  receive,  or 

4is  plea  mentioned,  the  law  of  the  said  kinirdom  of  Bel-  ^^^  ^P  take 
•  ,^,  .  .....  t        orreceivemore 

ginin  was,  and  from  these  times  respectively  hitherto  has  than  5/.  per 

been,  and  still  is,  "  that  no  person  shall  take,  or  receive,  or  f^Jj^^nce  of 

^ree  to  take  or  receive  for  the  forbearance,  or  for  the  giv-  money  lent  or 

ii^  day  of  payment  of  any  sum  lent  or  advanced,  or  agreed  f^,[^*ai,c|  that 

to  be  lent  or  advanced,  any  sum  of  money  exceeding  the  &11  agreements 

rate  of  5  francs  of  the  money  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Bel-  ,Qent otany 

gram  for  the  forbearance  of  100  francs  of  the  money  of  mterest  ex- 
...  n      '  ceedmg  that 

the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium    for  a  year,  and   that  all  rate,  and 

agreements  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  exceeding  the  rate  no\eJ[^^ade  m 

of  such  5  francs  for  the  forbearance  of  such  100  francs  for  order  to  secure 

lyear  were  and  are  void;  and  that  no  person  lending  any  of^nv^sum 

sum  of  money  upon  an  agreement  whereby  he  is  to  receive  of  money  lent 

upon  such  an 
for  the  forbearance  thereof  a  sum  exceeding  the  rate  of  agreement  are 

such  5  francs  for  the  forbearance  of  such  100  francs  for  a  wholly  null 

and  void.     It 
year,  can  recover  from  the  person  to  whom  the  same  may  then  stated  an 

be  lent,  either  the  sum  so  lent,  or  the  sum  exceeding  the  bltween"the 
rate    aforesaid,   agreed   to   be   paid   for   the   forbearance  plaintiff  and 

thereof,  or  any  part  of  either  of  such  sums.     And  that  all  Belgium,  that 

the  plaintiff 
should  lend  money  to  the  defendant  on  an  osurioui  contract,  and  the  making  of  the 
sole  to  secure  the  loan  in  pursuance  of  such  contract.  Replication,  that  the  rate  of 
iaterest  in  Belgium  is  not  by  the  law  of  Belgium  restricted  to  bl.  per  cent.,  nor  by  the 
law  of  Belgium  are  notes  made  to  secure  the  payment  of  money  lent  on  agreement  to 
pay  more  than  6/.  per  cent,  interest,  null  and  void,  nor  did  the  defendant  make,  or  the 
piuDtiff  receive,  the  promissory  note  on  terms  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  said  kingdom 
of  Belgium,  in  manner  and  form.  Hddj  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was 
aot  dooble  or  uncertain. 
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Ipromissury  notes  whatsoever  made  in  order  to  secure 
(wlictlicr  by  itself  or  amongst  other  sums)  the  payment  of 
any  sum  of  money  lent  upon  an  agreement,  whereby  the 
person  lending  is  to  receive  for  the  forbearance  thereof  a 
sum  exceeding  the  rate  of  such  5  francs  for  the  forbear- 
ance of  such  100  francs  for  a  year,  or  to  secure  (whether 
by  iteelf  or  amongst  other  sums)  the  payment  of  such  sum 
cxcctiding  the  rate  aforesaid  agreed  to  be  paid  for  such 
forbearance,  are  wholly  null  and  void,  and  that  no  part 
whatever  of  the  sum  mentioned  and  promised  to  be  paid  in 
any  of  such  notes  can  be  recovered  from  the  party  making 
tbe  same.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  before  the  making 
of  the  aaid  note^  and  while  the  plaintitF  and  defendant  were 
both  residing  in  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  and  subject 
to  the  laws  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  October,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1842,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  tbe  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  should  lend  and  ad- 
vance to  the  defendant  a  certain  sum  of  money  of  the  said 
kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  540  francs,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  should  forbear  and  give  day  of  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of  540  francs,  from  the  time  of  lending  and 
advancing  the  same  until  a  certain  other  day,  to  wit,  the 
20th  day  of  November,  a.  d.  1842,  in  the  said  note  men- 
tioned, and  that  for  forbearing  and  giving  day  of  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  540  francs,  the  defendant  should  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  of  money  of  the  said  kingdom 
of  Belgium,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  540  francs;  and  that  for 
securing  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  540  francs  so  to 
be  lent  and  advanced,  together  with  the  said  sum  of  540 
francs  so  to  be  paid  for  the  forbearing  and  giving  day  of 
payment  of  the  said  540  francs,  the  defendant  should  make 
the  said  promissory  note.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  the  plaintiff  did  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  said  2gth  day  of  October,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1842,  lend  and  advance  the  said  sum  of  540 
francs  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  did  then,  for 
securing  the  payment  of  the  said  last  mentioned  sum,  as 
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%fa7 


^Stl 


>:>* 


TRINITY  TERM,  VI  VICT.  46 

also  the  payment  of  the  said  other  sum  of  540  francs,  on         i843. 
the  said  20th  day  of  November,  a.  d.  1 842,  make  the  said  ^  "^^^^ 
promissory  oote,  and  the  plaintiff  then  received  the  same  v. 

00  the  terms  aforesaid.  And  the  defendant  further  says,  Spalding. 
that  the  said  sum  of  540  francs,  so  agreed  to  be  given  and 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  such  loan  and  forbearance,  exceeds 
the  rate  of  5  francs  of  the  money  of  the  said  kingdom  of 
Belgium  for  the  forbearance  of  100  francs  of  the  money  of 
the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium  for  a  year,  contrary  to  the 
lav  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  &c. 

Replication.  That  at  the  several  times  by  the  defendant 
a  his  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  rate  of  interest 
for  the  forbearance  or  giving  day  of  payment  in  the  said 
kmgdom  of  Belgium,  was  not  by  the  law  of  the  said  king- 
dom  of  Belgium  limited  or  restricted  to  5  francs  for  the 
forbearance  of  100  francs  for  a  year,  nor  by  the  law  of  the 
said  kingdom  of  Belgium  were  promissory  notes  made  to 
fecore  the  payment  of  moneys  lent  upon  an  agreement 
whereby  the  lender  was  to  receive  for  forbearance  a  sum 
exceeding  the  rate  of  such  5  francs  for  the  forbearance  of 
such  100  francs  for  a  year,  or  to  secure  the  payment  of 
such  sum,  exceeding  the  rate  aforesaid  for  such  forbear- 
ance, null  and  void,  as  the  defendant  hath  above  in  his  plea 
alleged,  nor  did  the  defendant  make  or  the  plaintiff  receive 
the  said  promissory  note  on  terms  contrary  to  the  law  of 
the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
defendant  hath  above  in  that  behalf  alleged. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  grounds  that  the  repli- 
cation was  double  and  uncertain. 

Sir  X  Bayley  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  re- 
plication is  double,  for  it  puts  in  issue  the  law  of  Belgium 
as  to  usury,  and  the  law  of  Belgium  as  to  promissory  notes, 
and  the  terms  on  which  the  note  was  given.  The  plea 
states  the  law  of  Belgium  with  respect  to  usury,  and  it 
then  alleges  the  usurious  contract,  and  that  the  note  was 
made  in  pursuance  of  it.    The  plaintiff  in  his  replication 
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should  have  denied  the  law  of  Belgium  as  stated  in  the 
plea,  or  the  contract  on  which  the  note  was  made.  **  The 
rule  is,  that  where  any  pleading  comprises  several  travers* 
SpALDiiro.  2|,]e  facts  or  allegations,  the  whole  ought  not  to  be  denied 
together,  but  one  point  alone  disputed  :"  Parke  J.  in 
Selbtf  v.  Bardon${a).  The  replication  de  injurift  her« 
would  be  improper.  The  plaintiff  in  his  replication  pact 
in  issue  both  the  law  of  Belgium  and  the  terms  upon 
which  the  note  was  made.  It  is  therefore  double  I 
Faulkner  v.  Chevell(b),  Smith  v.  Dicks(m{c).  A  traverse 
of  the  contract  would  have  been  a  good  answer  to  the 
whole  plea :  Grimwood  v.  Barrit{d).  Therefore  the  trt* 
verse  of  both  propositions  is  tantamount  to  a  replication 
de  injuri&;  Griffin  v.  Yaies{e),  which  is  only  admissible 
where  matters  in  excuse  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action 
are  pleaded,  to  answer  which  the  whole  of  the  facts  com- 
posing  the  plea  must  be  denied.  But  the  plea  is  also  bad 
for  uncertainty,  for  it  avers  that  the  defendant  did  not 
make  nor  the  plaintiff  receive  the  note  in  terms  contrary  to 
the  law  of  Belgium;  this  may  mean  either  to  deny  Ike 
agreement  on  which  the  note  was  given,  or  to  deny  that 
the  agreement  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  Belgium.  It  is 
uncertain  whether  the  plaintiff  means  to  put  in  issue  the 
law,  or  that  the  note  was  made  contrary  to  it. 

Whigham  in  support  of  the  replication.  It  is  not  con* 
tended  that  the  replication  de  injuri&  does  apply  here.  But 
the  issue  here  is  single,  involving  only  the  law  of  the  king- 
dom of  Belgium.  The  replication  denies  that  the  rate  of 
interest  in  Belgium  is  by  the  law  of  Belgium  limited  to  5 
per  cent.,  and  that  promissory  notes  made  for  securing  pay- 
ment of  money  lent  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  5  per 
cent,  are  void  by  the  law  of  Belgium.  This  is  in  fact  only 
a  denial  of  the  law  of  Belgium  as  stated  in  the  plea.     The 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  10.  (c)  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  1 ;  S.  C  «  N. 

(6)  5  Ad.  &  Ell.  213;  S.  C,  6      &  P.  1. 
N.  &  M.  T04.  {(l)  6  T.  R.  460. 

(c)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  579. 
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ibd  iDegition  in  the  replication  does  not  put  in  issue  the         1843. 

speement  at  all,  but  only  avers  that  the  note  was  valid  bj  ^  ^" 

tk  hw  of   Belgium.      Thus  the  whole  replication   onlj  v. 

lesden  a  single    issue,  though  with   two  branches;    the     ^'^^^^^' 

phbtiff  in  aobstaiice    says,  although  there  was  an  agree* 

■at  to  secure  more  thsn  5  per  cent,  on  the  loan,  in  pur- 

MOBoe  of  which  the  note  was  made,  yet  by  the  law  of  Bel- 

giim  1  note  made  in    pursuance  of  such  an  agreement  is 

lot  void.     It  denies   the  law  of  Belgium,  as  stated  in  the 

fka,  with  regard  to  interest  on  money  advanced  on  loan, 

■d  with  regard   to  promissory  notes  made  to  secure  such 

■terest,  this  is    only   a  denial  of  the  law  of  Belgium  as 

Hated  in  the  plea.    The  reason  of  the  rule  against  duplicity 

tt,  that  it  tends    to  several  issues  in  respect  of  a  single 

dsiin:  Stephens  on  Pleading,  £51.     But  no  matter,  how- 

eitf  multifarioua,  which  constitutes  but  an  entire  answer, 

will  render  a  plea  double;  but  here  the  several  allegations 

eoDstitute  one  single  point  of  defence,  namely,  that  the 

note  is  not  void  by  the  law  of  Belgium,  as  stated  in  the 

plea:  Robinson  v.  Rayley  {a).  The  latter  proposition  is  not 

a  traverse  of  the  agreement  to  take  more  than  5  per  cent. 

for  the  loan»  and  at  most,  taken  in  conjunction  with  what 

goes  before,  is  immaterial  matter,  but  this  will  not  render 

the  pleading  double:   Regil  v.   Green{b),     Then  if  the 

plea  is  not  double  it  is  not  uncertain. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  think  the  plaintiff  has  taken  the 
right  view  of  the  replication;  it  in  reality  puts  in  issue  the 
law  of  Belgium  and  nothing  more. 

Patteson  J. — The  law  of  Belgium  is  stated  with  par- 
ticularity in  the  defendant's  plea,  and  the  replication  puts 
in  issue  the  law  only.  If  the  plaintiff  had  in  terms  tra- 
versed the  allegations  in  the  plea  as  to  the  law  of  Belgium, 
it  would  have  been  equivalent  to  the  assertion  of  the  first 
two  propositions  of  the  replication;  the  third  proposition 

(a)  1  Burr.  316.  (6)  1  M.  &  W.  328. 
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1843.  is  mere  surplusage.  If  the  third  proposition  had  put  in 
issue  the  fact  of  making  the  agreement,  in  pursuance  of 
"i"*""'"  which  the  note  is  stated  to  have  been  given,  it  would  have 
Spaldimo.  jjggu  double.  But,  after  denying  the  law  of  Belgium  to  be 
as  stated  in  the  plea,  it  only  denies  that  the  note  was  made 
on  terms  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  kingdom  of  Belgium. 
That  is  another  mode  of  traversing  the  law  of  Belgium  as 
alleged  in  the  plea,  or  else  it  is  an  assertion  that  the  note 
was  not  made  contrary  to  some  other  law  of  Belgium  not 
mentioned  in  the  plea.  It  is  either  a  repetition  of  the  tra- 
verse or  surplusage.  If  the  law  had  been  found  at  the 
trial  to  be  as  stated  in  the  plea,  the  whole  issue  would 
have  been  proved. 

Williams  J. — Sir  J.  Bayley  is  not  founded  in  stating 
that  the  two  propositions  in  the  plaintiff's  replication, 
namely,  that  the  rate  of  interest  in  the  kingdom  of  Belgium 
is  not,  by  the  law  of  Belgium,  limited  to  5  per  cent,  and 
that  promissory  notes  made  to  secure  the  payment  of 
moneys  lent  upon  an  agreement  to  pay  more  than  5  per 
cent,  interest  are  not  null  and  void  by  the  law  of  the  said 
kingdom,  make  the  plea  double.  Both  together  they  only 
amount  to  a  statement  of  the  law  of  Belgium  with  respect 
to  promissory  notes  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  money 
lent  at  more  than  5  per  cent,  interest,  namely,  that  such 
notes  given  are  not  void  by  the  law  of  Belgium.  Then  as 
to  the  other  proposition,  that  also  is  not  an  affirmation  of 
a  proposition  distinct  from  the  other.  If  the  words,  *'  the 
said  law,"  had  been  introduced,  perhaps  it  might  have 
been  so,  for  then  the  replication  would  have  denied  that 
the  note  was  made  on  the  terms  of  securing  more  than  5 
per  cent,  interest,  but  the  latter  averment  of  the  replication 
denies  nothing  alleged  in  the  plea,  but  only  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  made  the  note  on  terms  generally,  not  contrary  to 
the  law  of  the  kingdom  of  Belgium. 

Coleridge  J. — At  one  time  I  was  inclined  to  take  a 
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different  view  of  the  question,  but  now  I  think  the  replica-         1843. 

tioo  one  mnd  single.     To  ascertain  the  character  of  the      ^^^^^^^ 

...  1     1  1        t  Ti.  DsBeewaedis 

tnferse  m  the  replication^  we  must  look  at  the  plea.     If  v. 

the  plem  amounts  to  only  one  statement  of  the  law  of  Bel-  ^'^i-i^im^i 
gium,  though  it  states  two  propositions  with  regard  to  it, 
■amelj,  that  the  law  of  Belgium  does  not  permit  a  higher 
file  of  interest  than  51.  per  cent^  and  that  notes  made  in 
parsuance  of  an  agreement  for  paying  higher  interest  are 
Totd  by  the  law  of  Belgium,  then  the  replication  is  single, 
ihhough  it  put  in  issue  both  these  allegations,  which  in 
effect  are  only  one  allegation  of  the  law  of  Belgium.  The 
hst  averment  in  the  replication  may  bear  two  meanings; 
either  that  the  note  was  not  made  contrary  to  the  law  as 
thereinbefore  stated,  and  then  taken  in  connection  with  the 
first  two  allegations  in  the  replication,  it  is  only  a  repetition 
of  the  former  traverse,  or  else  it  is  an  assertion  that  it  was 
Bot  made  in  terms  generally  contrary  to  the  law  of  Bel- 
gium, when  it  will  be  found  that  there  is  no  such  averment 
in  the  plea,  and  either  way  it  would  be  harmless  on  this 
demurrer. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 


Thompson  v.  Beck  and  another.  5?'*^iv^Z 

May  27/A. 

This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  an  order  made  by  Where  an 

Coleridge  J.     It  appeared  that  on  the  IQth  of  April  a  sum-  ^^ade  by  a 

mous  was  taken  out  before  Coleridge  J.  for  settinir  aside  J"*'8e a'J****"* 
.  .  ^  .  .  .     b«r8,  and  an 

the  writ  of  summons  and  subsequent  proceedings  in  this  application  is 

ciuse  for  irregularity,  which  on  the  hearing  was  dismissed  ^^'^^^otho 
bj  the  learned  judge  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  same  judge, 
defendants'  affidavits  were  not  properly  entitled.     The  de-  ^^e  Court  to 
feodants  paid  the  costs  the  next  day,  and  on  the  same  day,  rewiindhUown 
having  discovered  an  authority  tending  to  shew  that  the  he  entertains, 
original  affidavits  were   sufficient,  they   took  out  a  fresh  ^heCowt^JJiU 

not  interfere 
to  review  bis  decision. 

▼OU  I. — D,  M.  E 
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summons  before  the  same  learaed  judge,  for  the  purpose 
of  inducing  bim  to  review  bis  decision.  This  he  refused 
to  do,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  too  late  to  interfere  after 
the  defendants  had  paid  the  costs  of  the  first  applicatioD. 

Martin  shewed  cause. 

Humphry  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  defendants  first  paj  the 
costs  in  compliance  with  the  decision  of  the  learned  judge, 
and  then  they  come  to  ask  him  to  review  bis  decision,  and 
he  refuses  on  the  ground  that  they  are  too  late.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  after  this  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
come  here.  I  think  they  are  not.  The  defendants  could 
not  have  appealed  from  the  decision  of  my  brother  Cole* 
ridge  to  any  other  single  judge ;  but,  if  they  were  dissatisfied 
with  bis  decision,  they  ought  to  have  applied  to  the  Court 
to  review  it.  Instead  of  doing  that  they  go  before  him 
again,  and  thus  they  have  substituted  bim  for  the  Court, 
and  cannot  come  here  now. 

Patteson,  Williams  and  Coleridge  Js«  concurred. 


Tuesday,  Prentice  V.  Harrison  and  Lawrence* 

Trespass  for      TRESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 

assault  and  p|ea :  that  Lawrence  recovered  judgment  for  3/.  I2s.  debt, 

false  impnson-        ,        _  .  ,         ,  -     -rr    •       i       4^  *. 

ment.    Plea     ^^d  IQ/.  8s.  costs,  agamst  the  plaintitr,  m  the  Court  of 

of  justification  Queen's  Bench,  and  ihat  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  was 

under  a  wnt      .  . 

of  ca.  sa.         issued  by  defendant  Harrison,  as  the  attorney  of  the  defeud- 

Replication, 

that  the  said  writ  was  after  the  issuing  thereof,  and  before  the  cnmmencemeDt  of  the 

suit,  ordered  to  be  set  aside  and  was  set  aside  by  order  of  a  judge  : — Held,  on  special 

demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  bad  for  not  averring  that  the  writ  was  set  aside 

for  irregalarity. 
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mlLMwremce,  upon  the  said  judgment,  and  directed  to  the 
imS  of  Essex. 

Replication :  that  the  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 
a  the  plea  mentioned,  after  the  issuing  thereof,  and  before 
ie  commencement  of  the  suit,  was  ordered  to  be  set  aside, 
aad  was  set  aside,  by  Sir  C.  CresstoeU,  Knight,  then  being 
one  of  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  by  an  order  then 
BStde  bj  him  according  to  the  practice  in  that  behalf  of  the 
Coart  of  Queen's  Bench,  by  which  order  the  said  Sir  C. 
Otumell  ordered  that  the  said  writ  should  be  set  aside. 
It  then  alleged  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  commence- 
■eat  of  the  suit,  the  said  order  was  made  a  rule  of  the 
Coart  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  that  always  from  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  said  order  up  to  and  at  the  time  of 
&e  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  thence  hitherto,  the 
said  order  renuuned  and  was  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and 
Bot  in  any  manner  altered,  rescinded  or  made  void. 

Special  demurrer,  stating  as  grounds,  that  the  repli- 
cation  is  insufficient  in  not  stating  and  shewing  to  the 
Court  wherefore  the  order  of  the  judge  was  made,  and 
what  was  the  ground  for  setting  aside,  and  upon  which  was 
let  aside  the  said  writ  of  capias,  and  also  that,  if  the  same 
writ  was  set  aside  for  any  other  cause  than  for  irregularity, 
then  the  same  plea  is  substantially  defective  and  insufficient. 
Aod  also  that  it  does  not  state  whether  the  order  of  the 
judge  was  made  previously  or  subsequently  to  the  execution 
of  the  said  writ,  because  if  the  said  writ  was  set  aside  for 
toy  other  cause  than  irregularity,  then  it  is  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  replication  that  the  order  should  have  been 
Blade  previously  to  the  execution  of  the  said  writ,  and  that 
the  defendants  should,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cation  of  the  said  writ,  have  had  knowledge  and  notice  of 
the  said  order. 
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Pbemtick 

V. 

Harrisov. 


Butt  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  ground  upon 
which  the  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  was  set  aside 
should  be  stated  on  the  face  of  the  replication ;  if  for  irre- 
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Prehtice 

V, 

Harrison. 
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gularity  it  should  be  so  stated,  for  the  plaintiff  roust  shew 
distinctly  the  ground  upon  which  he  makes  the  defendants 
trespassers.  If  any  case  can  be  suggested  consistent  with 
the  facts  stated  in  the  replication,  where  the  defendants 
would  not  be  liable  in  trespass,  the  replication  is  bad  for 
not  expressly  excluding  that  case.  It  is  true  that  if  the 
writ  was  void  ab  initio  or  irregular,  that  would  make  the 
defendants  trespassers:  Parsons  v.  Lloyd  (a),  Codrington 
V.  Lloyd  (Jb).  The  reason  is,  that  the  issuing  of  the  writ 
under  such  circumstances  is  the  act  of  the  parties.  But,  if 
the  defect  rendered  the  process  erroneous  only,  then  the 
parties  would  not  be  liable,  for  that  is  the  act  of  the  Court: 
Phillips  V.  Biron{c\  Parsons  v.  Lloyd  {a).  There  might 
have  been  error  in  the  award  of  execution ;  for  instance,  if 
the  writ  issued  more  than  a  year  after  the  date  of  the  judg* 
ment,  the  replication  ought  to  have  excluded  this  case. 
There  may  be  error  in  process ;  Com.  Dig,  Pleader,  (3  B), 
Bryan  v.  Wagstaffe{d),  Ransford  v.  Bosanquet{e)\  but  the 
Court  are  in  the  habit  of  interfering  on  motion,  and  will 
not  put  the  party  to  a  writ  of  error. 


Unthank  in  support  of  the  replication.  The  plea  shews 
a  regular  judgment,  which  is  stated  to  be  in  full  force,  and 
then  a  writ  founded  upon  it.  It  is  true  that  if  the  judgment 
had  been  erroneous  the  parties  would  not  be  liable,  but  the 
rule  does  not  apply  where  the  process  is  erroneous,  for  the 
Court  is  no  party  to  the  process,  but  those  who  sue  it  out  only. 
In  King  v.  Harrison  {/)  it  appeared  on  the  record  that  the 
writ  had  not  been  quashed  in  toto,  but  only  for  the  excess. 
There  was  therefore  a  valid  writ  subsisting  in  that  case, 
but  here  it  is  stated  that  the  writ  was  set  aside  by  a  judge's 
order,  and  it  must  be  assumed  that  it  was  set  aside  for 
irregularity;  a  judge  would  not  set  it  aside  for  error. 
IPatieson  J.   If  there  was  more  than  a  year  between  the 


(a)  3  Wils.  341. 
(6)  8A.&E.449;  S.  C.  2  N. 
&  P.  442. 
(c)  1  Str.  509. 


((/)5B.  &C.  314. 
(c)  12A.  &E.  813;  5.  C.  3P. 
&  D.  298. 
(/)  16  East,  612. 


TRINIXr  TERM,  VI  VICT. 

jodgmeot  and  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  that  would  be  error 
00  the  record,  and  yet  in  practice  we  set  aside  such  writs.] 

Bmit  in  reply.  This  is  erroneous  process  only  on  the 
face  of  the  replication,  and  as  that  is  the  act  of  the  Court 
tke  defendants  are  not  liable.  [Patieson  J.  What  error  is 
laggested  f]  If  the  writ  issued  more  than  a  year  after  the 
jadgment,  without  any  scire  facias  to  revive  it.  [Patteson  J. 
How  could  that  be  the  act  of  the  Court?  It  looks  like  the 
act  of  the  party.]  In  every  writ  of  execution  there  is  first 
a  award  of  execution  on  the  judgment  roll;  the  execution 
is  therefore  in  contemplation  of  law  the  act  of  the  Court; 
mi,  although  when  the  writ  is  irregular  and  therefore  void, 
dte  party  is  liable  as  a  trespasser,  the  Court  will  not  intend 
tkat  such  is  the  case  when  it  is  not  expressly  stated  in  the 
pleadings. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  in  his  replication 
states  that  the  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  in  the  plea 
mentioned,  after  the  issuing  thereof  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  was  ordered  to  be  set  aside  and  was 
let  aside  by  an  order  of  my  brother  Cresswell.  The  ques- 
doo  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  gone  on  to 
shew  the  ground  upon  which  that  learned  judge  proceeded 
to  order  the  writ  to  be  set  aside.  And  it  is  argued  that  for 
iaght  that  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  plaintiff's  pleading 
it  might  have  been  set  aside  on  account  of  some  defect, 
tbat  would  make  it  erroneous,  and  that  the  defendants  in 
that  case  would  not  be  liable ;  and  an  error  in  the  award 
ctf  execution  has  been  suggested,  namely,  the  issuing  of  the 
vrit  more  than  a  year  after  the  date  of  the  judgment.  I 
think  this  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  replication  must  prevail, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  guarded  himself  against  it 
by  stating  that  the  writ  was  set  aside  for  irregularity. 
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Patteson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Here  is  a 
judgment  pleaded  and  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 
foooded  upon  it     The  plaintiff  undertakes  to  shew  thai 
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V. 

Harrisov. 
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the  capias  was  void,  having  been  set  aside  for  irregularitj. 
He  does  not  state  that  fact  specifically  on  bis  pleadings, 
but  only  that  the  writ  was  ordered  to  be  set  aside  and  was 
set  aside  by  order  of  a  learned  judge.  Mr*  Unthank  says 
there  is  no  case  where  a  writ  is  set  aside  by  a  judge's  order 
where  the  defendant  can  justify  under  it.  If  there  can  be 
any  such  case  it  is  sufficient;  for,  in  order  to  make  the 
defendants  trespassers,  the  plaintiff  must  shew  on  the  face 
of  his  replication  that  they  were  not  justified  under  the 
process  which  they  have  pleaded.  Then  there  is  the  case 
of  a  writ  issuing  more  than  a  year  after  the  date  of  the 
judgment,  without  any  scire  facias  to  revive  it.  Id  practice 
we  at  chambers  set  aside  the  writ,  when  perhaps  in  strict- 
ness only  the  execution  is  set  aside,  but  then  the  writ  being 
clearly  erroneous,  if  the  judge  is  to  deal  with  it  at  all,  he 
must  set  it  aside.  How  are  we  to  say  that  that  was  not 
the  case  here,  and,  if  so,  the  process  being  erroneous  and 
not  irregular,  the  defendants  are  justified  in  what  they  have 
done  under  it 


Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Tuetdof/f 
June  6t/L 


BowDEN,  Esq.  V.  Hall. 


Case  by  the      CaSE.     The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  before 

plaintm  as  .  ®  .  "^ 

sheriff  against   the  committing  of  the  grievances  was  sheriff  of  the  county 

the  defendant 

as  replevin  clerk  for  taking  insufficient  sureties  to  a  replevin  bond.  The  declaraticm 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  the  defendant  one  of  his  deputies  for  the  par- 
pose  of  making  and  granting  replevins  pursuant  to  the  statute,  and  that  the  defenaant 
accepted  such  appointment,  and  continued  to  be  and  was  such  deputy  from  the  time  of 
bis  appointment  until  and  after  the  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  de/endant  during  all 
that  time  acted  and  was  one  of  the  deputies  of  the  said  plaintiff. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  depute,  appoint  and  proclaim  the  defendant  one  of  his 
deputies  pursuant  to  and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  not  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  such  deputy  in  manner  and  form. 

Heldf  on  special  demurrer,  1st,  that  the  defendant  must  be  taken  to  be  appointed 
under  statute  1  &  2  PhiL  Sf  Mary,  c.  12;{2nd,  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity,  and  also 
because  it  traversed  matter  not  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
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of  Derby,  and  as  such  sheriff,  before  the  committing  of  the         1843. 
griefanceSy  to  wit,  &€•,  dulj  appointed   the  defendant  one 
of  his  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  granting  re- 
pkrins  within  the  said  county,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in 
sach  case   made  and  provided ;   that  the  defendant  then 
accepted  such  appointment  accordingly,  and  continued  to 
be  and  was  such  deputy  of  the  said  plaintiff  as  such  sheriff 
n  aforesaid,  from  the  time  of  his  said  appointment  until 
sad  after  a  certain  day,  to  wit,  See.;  and  that  the  defendant 
daring  all  the  time  aforesaid,  acted  and  was  one  of  the 
^uties  of  the  said  plaintiff  for  making  and  granting  such 
leplevins.     The   declaration   then  alleged   that  while  the 
plaintiff  was   such  sheriff,   and   the   defendant  was  such 
deputy,  one  William  Wilson  and  George  Wilson  distrained 
divers  goods  and  chattels  as  a  distress  for  arrears  of  rent 
doe  from  one  Coning  to  the  said  W.  Wilson  and  G.  Wilson, 
sad  that  the  said  W.  Wilson  and  G.  fVilson  detained  the 
goods  till  the  defendant  as  such  deputy  as  aforesaid,  and 
acting  as  such,  caused  them  to  be  replevied  and  delivered 
to  the  said  Coning.    It  then  stated  the  levy  of  the  plaint  in 
the  county  court, — its  removal  by  recordari   facias, — the 
declaration  in  replevin  in  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the 
ivowry  for  rent  in  arrear,  and  the  judgment  for  the  avo  wants 
in  the  replevin  suit,  and  then  went  on  to  allege,  that  although 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  as  such  deputy  as  afore- 
said, before  his  making  deliverance  of  the  said  distress  to 
the  said  Caning  as  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  to  take  in  the  name  of  the 
said  plaintiff  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  from  the  said 
Coningf  and  two  responsible  persons  as  sureties  for  the  said 
Omimg,  a  bond  in  double  the  value  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  so  distrained  as  aforesaid,  conditioned  for  the  pro- 
secuting the  suit  of  replevin  of  the  said  Coning,  for  the 
taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,   with   effect  and 
without  delay,  and  for  duly  returning  the  goods  and  chattels 
so  distrained  in  case   a  return  should  be  adjudged,  and, 
before  taking  the  said  bond  and  making  the  said  deliverance, 
to  use  all  due  and  proper  care  and  caution  respecting 
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1843.         taking  the  same,  and  making  the  said  deliverance,  and  to 
make  all  due  and  proper  inquiries  as  to  the  responsibility 
and  sufficiency  of  the  said  sureties,  and  not  knowingly  to 
take  such  bond  from  irresponsible  and  insufficient  persons 
as  such  sureties.     Nevertheless  the  said  defendant,  so  being 
and  acting  as  such  deputy  as  aforesaid,  not  regarding,  &c. 
did  not,  nor  would  before  his  making  deliverance  of  the  said 
distress  to  the  said  Coning  as  aforesaid,  take  in  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  from  the  said  Coning 
and  two  responsible  persons  as  sureties  as  aforesaid,  such 
a  bond  as  aforesaid,  conditioned  as  aforesaid,  but  wrong- 
fully and  injuriously  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do.     And 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  defendant,  as  such  deputy  as 
aforesaid,  in  breach  of  his  said  duty,  fraudulently,  deceitfully, 
wrongfully,  knowingly  and  unjustly,  before  the  replevying 
and  delivery  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  &c.  did  take,  in  the  name  of  the  said  now  plaintiff  as 
such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  Coning  and  two  other 
persons,  to  wit,  John  Carey  and  John  Rolling,  a  certain 
bond  conditioned  for  the  prosecuting  the  said  suit  of  the 
said  Coning  with  effect  and  without  delay,  and  for  duly 
returning  the  said  last  mentioned  goods  and  chattels  in  case 
a  return  thereof  should  be  adjudged,  as  a  bond  taken  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  statute.     And  the  defendant,  before 
taking  the  said   bond,  and   making  the  said   deliverance 
of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  did  not  nor  would  use  due 
care  and  caution  respecting  taking  the  same,  and  making 
the  said  deliverance,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said 
defendant,  before  taking  the  said  bond,  and  making  the  said 
deliverance,  refused,  neglected  and  omitted  to  make  due 
and  proper  inquiries  respecting  the  sufficiency  and  respon- 
sibility of  such  sureties,  and  took  the  said  bond  fraudulently, 
deceitfully  and  wrongfully,  of  the  said  Coning,  and  two 
other  persons  as  sureties,  that  is  to  say,  the  said  Carey  and 
Rolling,  without  making  due  and  proper  inquiries  as  to  the 
sufficiency  and  responsibility  of  the  said  Carey  and  Rolling 
or  either  of  them,  and  the  said  plaintiff  says  that  the  said 
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Carey  and  Rollings  so  taken  as  sureties  as  aforesaid,  by  the         1B43. 
said  defendant  as  such  deputy  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of 


BOWDEN 


Hall. 


tfaeir  becoming  pledges  and  sureties  in  that  behalf  as  afore-  v, 

aid,  were  not  good,  able,  sufficient  or  responsible  sureties 
ior  prosecuting  the  said  suit  of  the  said  Coning  with  effect 
aad  without  delay,  or  for  duly  returning  the  said  goods  and 
diattels  so  distrained  as  aforesaid,  in  case  a  return  thereof 
should  be  adjudged,  as  he  the  said  defendant  as  such  deputy 
tt  aforesaid^  then  and  at  the  time  of  taking  the  said  bond 
lad  making  the  said  deliverance  well   knew,  but  the  said 
Cvty  and  Rolling  at  the  time  of  their  becoming  such  sure- 
tits  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  making  of  the  said  deliverance, 
vere,  and  each  of  them  was,  wholly  insufficient  for  that 
parpose,  as  the  said  defendant  as  such  deputy  as  aforesaid, 
at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  said  bond  as  aforesaid,  and 
Slaking  the  said  deliverance,  well  knew.     And  although  a 
return  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  adjudged, 
jet  no  return  had  been  made,  nor  rent  satisfied.     It  then 
went  on  to  state,  that  by  means  of  the  premises,  and  of  the 
defendant's  negligence  and  misconduct  as  such  deputy  as 
aforesaid,  and  in  and  about  the  taking  of  insufficient  sureties, 
an  action  was  commenced  and  prosecuted  by  the  said    W. 
Wilton  and  G.  Wilson  against  the  plaintiff^  for  the  damages 
sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency,  which  was 
defended  in  due  course  by  the  plaintiff ;  and,  after  averring 
notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  action,  and  his  refusal   to 
satisfy  and  pay  the  said  W.  Wilson  and  G.  Wilson  for  the 
damages  so  occasioned  as  aforesaid,  or  to  take  any  part  in 
the  proceedings  so  instituted  by  the  said    W.  Wilson  and 
G.  Wilson  against  the  then  plaintiff,  it  stated  that  such 
proceedings  were  thereupon    had   in   the  said   suit,   that 
the  said  W.  Wilson  void  G.  TFiZso;/,  by  judgment  of  the  said 
Court,  recovered  againstthe  plaintiff  the  sum  of  289/*  36. 6d. 
for  damages  and  costs,  which  the  plaintiff'  had  been  obliged 
to  pay  to  the  said  W,  Wilson  and  G.  Wilson. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  depute,  appoint  and  proclaim 
the  defendant  one  of  his  the  plaintiff's  deputies,  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  making  and  granting  replevins  within  the  said 
county  of  Derby,  pursuant  to  and  according  to  the  form  of 
the  said  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  that 
he  the  defendant  was  not  at  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  such 
deputy  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid  in  manner 
and  form,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  grounds  that  the  defendant 
bath  taken  issue  on  matter  which  is  not  alleged  nor  necea- 
sarily  implied  in  the  declaration,  for  that  the  plea  alleges 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  appoint,  depute  and  proclaim  the 
defendant  one  of  his  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  making 
and  granting  replevins,  whereas  there  is  no  such  averment 
stated  in  the  declaration,  or  necessarily  implied  therein,  as 
that  he  was  so  deputed,  appointed  and  proclaimed.  That 
the  plea  offers  an  immaterial  issue,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  proclaim  the  defendant  one  of  his  deputies  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  replevins, — also  that  the  plea  offers  two 
issues,  either  of  which,  if  found  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
would  be  an  answer  to  the  action,  for  that  the  plea  denies 
that  the  plaintiff  deputed,  appointed  and  proclaimed  the 
defendant  one  of  bis  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  making 
and  granting  replevins,  pursuant  to  and  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  which  denial,  if  true,  would  of  itself  be 
an  answer  to  the  whole  action,  and  also  that  the  defendant 
was  at  the  said  time  Sec.,  such  deputy  of  the  plaintiff  as 
such  sheriff,  which  last  mentioned  denial,  if  true,  would 
also  of  itself  be  a  good  answer  to  the  action :  likewise  that 
the  plea  does  not  deny  the  material  allegation  in  the  decla- 
ration, viz.  that  the  defendant  long  before,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  grievance,  and  long  afterwards, 
acted  and  was  one  of  the  deputies  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and 
lastly  that  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  plea,  nor  can  it  be  col- 
lected therefrom,  that  the  deliverance  of  the  distress  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  a  deliverance  of  cattle  (a)  taken  by 
virtue  of  such  distress. 

J.  W.  Smith,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  declara- 
(a)  See  1  &2  P,  4r  ilf.  c.  13,  8.  3. 
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tioD  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  the  defendant        1843. 
oae  of  his  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  granting      ^^ 
replevins  within  the  county,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  v. 

case  made  and  provided.     The  plea  asserts  that  the  plain-        Hall. 
tiff  did  not  depute,  appoint  and  proclaim  the  defendant* 
sod  that  be  was  not  deputy  at  the  time  when,  &c.    The 
first  point  is»  whether  proclamation  is  necessary  to  clothe 
tlw  defendant  with  the  character  of  deputy,  because,  if  it  is 
not,  the  plea  takes  issue  upon  what  is  not  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  and  is  bad  on  that  ground.     Neither  can  the 
plaintiff  be  compelled  to  accept  an  issue  in  terms  which 
would  put  him  to  the  proof  of  an  allegation  unnecessary  to 
the  maintenance  of  his  action.      Goram  v.  Swe€ting{a\ 
Moore  ▼•  Boulcott(b),  Stubbs  v.  Lainson{c).    Where  a  plead- 
iag  contains  several  allegations,  some  of  which  are  material, 
sod  some  not,  a  traverse  which  puts  in  issue  not  only  what 
is,  but  what  is  not  material,  is  bad:  Thurman  v.  ffilde{d). 
Bat   proclamation   was   not  necessary   to   constitute   the 
defendant  deputy  in  this  case,  for  it  does  not  appear  by  the 
record  that  he  was  a  deputy  appointed  by  the  statute  1  &  2 
Pm  if   M.  c.    12.       The  declaration   only   says   he  was 
appointed  deputy  pursuant  to  the  statute ;  this  might  have 
been  the  statute  of  Marlbridge.     At  common  law  the  sheriff 
conld  not  grant  replevins  except  upon  a  writ  issuing  out  of 
Chancery  and  then  only  in  his  county  court.     But  it  being 
found  inconvenient  that  the  goods  should  be  detained  from 
the  owner  from  county  court  to  county  court,  the  statute  of 
Marlbridge  enabled  the  sheriff  upon  plaint  made  to  him, 
without  writ,  to  make  replevin  out  of  court,  and  this  he 
might  do  by  himself  or  by  his  bailiffs.  2  Inst.  139;  Bac. 
Abridg.   Sheriff,  H.  4;    Bac.  AbHdg.  Bailiff,  A.      The 
sheriff  therefore  by  the  statute  of  Marlbridge  may  grant 
replevins  out  of  court  by  his  deputy  ;  but  proclamation  is 
only  required  under  stat.  1  &  2  P.  4r  ilf*  c.  12.      If  then 
there  is  nothing  on  the  record  to  shew  that  the  defendant 

(a)  9  Wms.  Sounds.  204.  {d)  11  A.  &  £.  468;  S.  C. 3  P. 

(6)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  323.  &  D.  289. 

(c)  5  DowL  P.  C.  162. 
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1843.        was  appointed  deputy  under  the  statute  of  J  &  2  P.  ^  M. 
^"'^^      c.  12,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  been  appointed  under  the 
V,  statute  of  Marlbridge,  and  then  proclamation  is  altogether 

Hall.  unnecessary.  But,  assuming  that  the  defendant  was  deputy 
under  the  statute,  its  provisions  with  regard  to  the  procla- 
mation of  the  deputies  are  only  directory,  and  the  omission 
to  proclaim  the  defendant  does  not  prevent  him  from  being 
deputy,  but  only  subjects  the  sheriff  to  a  penalty.  The 
object  of  the  statute  was  to  relieve  parties  grieved  by  vex- 
atious distresses,  and  enable  them  to  obtain  a  more  speedy 
delivery  of  their  cattle  distrained,  by  providing  a  certain 
number  of  known  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  making 
replevins.  But  to  hold  proclamation  essential  to  the 
appointment  of  a  deputy  would  impede  the  object  of  the 
statute,  for  the  sheriff  is  not  to  proclaim  the  deputies  till 
his  first  county  day,  and  thus,  if  there  be  no  deputy  till  after 
proclamation,  there  would  be  no  deputy  between  the 
appointment  of  the  sheriff,  and  his  first  county  day.  The 
words  of  the  section  also  are  all  in  the  affirmative:  they 
may  therefore  be  directory  when  such  a  construction  is 
in  furtherance  of  the  object  of  the  legislature :  Dwarris, 
Statutes,  712;  Rex  v.  Leicester  (a) ;  Gwynne  v.  Burnett  (6) ; 
judgment  of  Parke  B. ;  Pearse  v.  Morrice{c) ;  judgment  of 
Taunton  J. ;  Rex  v.  Mayor  of  Norwich  (d). 

But,  assuming  proclamation  to  have  been  necessary  in 
order  to  constitute  the  defendant  deputy,  it  does  not  lie  in 
his  mouth,  after  he  has  accepted  the  appointment,  and  acted 
under  it,  to  say  that  he  was  not  duly  appointed.  Here  the 
declaration  states  that  the  defendant  then  accepted  such 
appointment,  and  continued  to  be  and  was  such  deputy 
from  the  time  of  his  said  appointment  until,  &c.  and  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid  acted  and  was  one  of  the  deputies 
of  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  denial  on  the  record  that 
the  defendant  acted  as  deputy,  and  his  acceptance  of 
the  office,  and   acting,  is  a  personal  estoppel  against  his 

(fl)  7  B.  &  C.  12;  S.  C.9D.&         (c)  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  96;  &  C.  4  N. 
R.  772.  &  M.  48. 

(6)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  39.  (J)  1  B.  &  Ad.  310. 
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saying  that  he  was  not  duly  appointed.     The   words  in         1843. 
ibe  declaration  "  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided/'  may  be  rejected ;    Beunet  v.  Talbois  (a) ; 
Com.   Dig.    Action   on   Statu te»   (C)   and   (H),  and   the 
defendant  having  accepted  the  office   and  acted   as  de- 
puty, is  liable  for  gross  negligence ;  Coggs  v.  Bamard{b\ 
Doorman  v.  Jenkins  (c),  even  though  his  services  were  gra- 
tnitous.     [^Coleridge  J.  referred  to  the  case  of  Griffiths  v. 
Stephens  (d ).]  In  that  case  the  statutes  were  not  referred 
to;  the  question  turned  on  the  fact  of  appointment,   and 
tbe  point  was  never  raised  that»  if  the  replevin  clerk  had  not 
been  proclaimed,  he  would  have  been  without  authority, 
bat  here  there  is  an  appointment  in  fact,  and  so  far  Griffiths 
T.  Stephens  {d)  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lastly,  the  plea  is  bad  for  duplicity.     It  avers  that   the 
plaintiff  did  not  depute,  appoint  and  proclaim  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  not  deputy  at  the  time  when, 
&c  This  traverse  tenders  several  distinct  issues.     Suppose 
ibe  plaintiff  at  the  trial  can  prove  an  appointment,  but  not 
a  due  proclamation,  the  jury  must  find  that  the  defendant 
was  appointed,  but  not  proclaimed ;  or  suppose  he  had 
been  duly  appointed  and  proclaimed,  but  had  resigned, 
then  they  must  find  the  first  part  of  the  issue  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  latter  for  the  defendant.     The  traverse  here  is 
first  of  the  due  reception  of  the  office  by  denying  the 
defendant's  appointment  and  proclamation,  and  then  a  dis- 
tinct traverse  of  his  continuance  in  the  office  by  virtue  of 
the  appointment.   In  Faulkner  v.  Chevell{e)^  to  a  declaration 
in  debt  on  tlie  statute  22  Car.  2,  c.  46,  s.  14,  charging  the 
defendant  that  he  being  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace  practised 
at  the  sessions  as  an  attorney,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
he  was  not  at  the  time,  when,  8cc.  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace,  nor  did  he  commit  any  of  the  said  supposed  offences 
in  manner  and  form.  Sec.,  and  the  plea  was   held  bad  for 

(«)  Com.  86.  {d)  1  Chitty,  196. 

\h)  Ld.Raym.  909.  {e)  5  Ad.  &  £il.  213;  5.C.  6 

(c)  a  Ad.  &  £11.  %SOi  S.  C.  4  N.  &  M.  704. 
N.  AM.  170. 
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1848.  duplicity.  So  in  Hulme  v.  Mugglestone  (a).  In  Rowe  ▼• 
Ame8(b),  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  seized 
the  goods  of  one  12.  Waring  and  remained  in  possession  of 
the  said  goods  for  a  long  space  of  time.  The  defendant 
pleaded  that  he  did  not  seize  or  take  in  execution  any 
goods  of  the  said  R.  Waring,  or  remain  or  continue  in 
possession  thereof  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  and  the  plea 
was  held  double.  The  principle  is  that  a  proposition 
embracing  two  diflferent  points  of  place  or  time  shall  not  be 
submitted  as  a  single  issue  :  Smith  v.  Dixon  (c).  Robinson 
V.  Rayley  {d)  is  usually  cited,  but  in  that  case  the  several 
facts  stated  in  the  plea  made  up  but  one  single  point  of 
defence. 

Erie  in  support  of  the  plea.  The  plea  is  grounded  on 
the  assumption  that  the  declaration  charges  the  defendant 
as  deputy  under  the  statute  of  \  ix,2,  P.  S^  M.c.  12.  By 
stating  that  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  the  defendant 
deputy  under  the  statute,  and  that  the  defendant  accepted 
such  appointment,  the  declaration  in  substance  states  that 
the  defendant  was  replevin  clerk  at  the  time  in  the  decla^ 
ration.  This  he  could  not  have  been,  if  he  had  never  been 
proclaimed ;  the  plea  therefore  properly  denies  in  the  words 
of  the  statute  that  the  plaintiff  did  depute,  appoint  and 
proclaim  the  defendant  deputy.  It  is  true  the  words 
depute  and  proclaim,  which  are  inserted  in  the  plea,  are 
not  in  the  declaration,  but  they  are  implied  in  the  assertion 
that  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  the  defendant  according  to 
the  statute,  and  therefore  are  properly  traversed  in  express 
terms  by  the  plea:  Meriton  v.  Briggs{e\  Chambers  v. 
Jones  (/).  It  cannot  be  intended  that  the  defendant  was 
deputy  under  the  statute  of  Marlbridge,  for  that  statute 
gave  the  sheriff  no  authority  to  appoint  a  deputy  for  that 
purpose.     Bac.  Ab.  Replevin  (C).  Nor  is  the  passage  cited 

(«i)  3  M.  &  W.  SO.  ((/)  1  Bar.  S16. 

(6)  6  M.  &  W.  747.  (c)  1  Ld.  Raym.  39. 

(c)  r  Ad.  &  EU.  1 ;  S.  C.  1  N.  (/)  11  East,  406. 
&P.  1. 
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froflD  the  Slid  Inst.  ]39i  any  authority  for  that  position^  for  184S. 
the  sheriff  is  to  grant  replevins  post  querimoniam  iibi  factam. 
The  argument  in  Wilson  v.  Hobday  (a)  bears  on  the  ques- 
tion, and  shews  that  the  power  of  granting  replevins  out  of 
oourt  is  by  the  statute  of  Marlbridge  confined  to  the  she- 
liiF  alone.  Besides  it  appears  clearly  from  the  statute 
111  £  P.  Jr  M.  c.  1%  that  the  oflSce  of  replevin  clerk  was 
a  aew  office  created  by  that  statute,  the  words  of  the  section 
being, ''  for  the  more  speedy  recovery  of  cattle."  There  is 
therefore  do  distinct  authority  for  the  sheriff  appointing  a 
ieputy  for  granting  replevins  previous  to  the  statute,  and 
Aere  being  a  known  replevin  clerk  deriving  bis  authority 
from  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  must  be  understood  to  have 
iatended  that  officer,  and  cannot  resort  to  any  supposed 
deputy  deriving  his  authority  from  some  other  source. 
Neit  the  defendant  was  not  duly  appointed  deputy  until  he 
liad  been  proclaimed.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  not 
directory,  nor  do  the  authorities  cited  for  the  plaintiff  apply, 
for  the  statute  declares  what  shall  be  proof  of  appointment. 
Till  the  first  county  court  there  is  no  legal  deputy  ;  then  the 
sheriff  appoints  by  proclamation  of  the  officer ;  before  pro- 
clamation the  sheriff  might  revoke  his  appointment ;  but 
the  deputy  derives  his  legal  character  from  the  appointment 
followed  by  proclamation.  The  words  of  the  statute  are 
"*  which  said  deputies  so  appointed  and  proclaimed  shall 
have  authority.**  Nor  is  the  defendant  estopped  from  this 
defence.  The  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  look  to  other  parts 
of  the  record  to  see  whether  there  is  sufficient  to  support 
the  declaration.  If  the  defendant  was  never  deputy  at  all, 
the  ground  of  action  fails,  because  the  allegation  of  neg- 
ligence depends  upon  the  fact  of  the  defendant  being  deputy 
at  the  time,  that  is  the  prominent  cause  of  action.  [Cole- 
ridge J.  The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  the  defendant 
would  be  responsible  even  although  a  gratuitous  agent.]  If 
that  be  so,  the  plea  leaves  a  good  cause  of  action  un- 
answered, and  the  plaintiff  may  have  the  advantage  of  it  by 
(a)  4  M.  &  S.  120. 
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1843.  moving  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  [Patieson  J  • 
The  statute  does  not  require  that  the  deputy  should  be 
appointed  for  any  particular  time ;  if  so^  it  is  consistent  with 
the  plea  that  he  may  have  been  appointed  and  turned  oflf 
by  the  plaintiff  before  the  time  in  the  declaration  ;  perhaps 
a  traverse  of  the  allegation  of  his  continuance  would  have 
been  sufficient,  but  you  traverse  the  fact  of  the  defendant*s 
appointment^  and  his  continuance  in  the  office  also, — can 
you  do  that  f]  The  plea  certainly  might  have  only  alleged 
that  the  defendant  was  not  deputy  at  the  time,  but  the 
same  proof  would  have  been  required  in  that  case,  because 
he  could  not  have  been  deputy  at  any  time  unless  he  had 
been  duly  appointed  by  proclamation.  If  the  declaration 
had  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  and  proclaimed 
the  defendant,  then  the  plea  might  clearly  have  traversed 
both  these  allegations,  for  they  are  both  necessary  to  con- 
stitute the  defendant  deputy.  But  the  defendant  by  his 
present  plea  has  obtained  the  object  of  special  pleading  in 
thus  raising  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  proclamation 
to  the  validity  of  the  deputation.  [Coleridge  J.  May  it  not 
be  that  the  defendant  may  have  been  appointed,  deputed 
and  proclaimed,  and  yet  that  he  was  not  deputy  at  the  time 
of  the  cause  of  action  ?]  The  words  in  manner  and  form 
tie  up  the  allegation.  If  this  is  the  traverse  of  a  material 
fact  there  could  have  been  no  such  break,  for,  although  the 
defendant  might  discontinue  if  he  had  been  duly  appointed, 
yet  if  he  had  never  been  duly  appointed  he  could  not  con- 
tinue. The  plaintiff  says,  '*  I  appointed  you,  you  continued, 
and  you  were  deputy."  The  defendant  replies  you  never 
appointed  me,  and  I  was  not  deputy.  [Patteson  J.  The 
plea  means  I  never  was  properly  appointed ;  but  if  I  was,  I 
discontinued  before  the  time  in  the  declaration.  If  the 
defendant  only  means  to  say,  I  was  not  deputy,  because  I 
was  not  appointed  deputy,  what  is  it  but  repeating  the 
same  thing?  How  can  I  take  as  one  proposition  that  a 
man  was  appointed  on  one  day,  and  that  he  continued  over 
a  space  of  time  ?]     The  defendant's  proposition  is  that  he 
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leter  was  deputy  by  virtue  of  the   appointment      The         1843. 
phiotiff  has  no  right  to  call  in  aid  the  acting  to  shew  that 
die  defendant  had  confessed  the  appointment  by  acting. 
[PaUeton  J.  Are  you  not  driven  to  an  issue  in  law  ?     The 
plaintiff  says  he  appointed  the  defendant.     The  defendant 
njshe  was  not  deputedi  appointed  and  proclaimed.  £ither 
thit  is  traversing  something  not  averred^  or  else  the  decla* 
ntion  is  defective  in  not  stating  it.]     Proclamation  is  in- 
folfed  in  the  allegation  that   the  defendant  was  duly  ap- 
pointed, and  therefore  it  is  properly  traversed  in  express 
wdsby  the  defendant :  Mereton  v.  Briggs{a),  Chambers  v. 
Jmes  (6).     The  defendant  could  never  have  been  an  officer 
Mtborised  to  take  replevins  unless  he  had  been  proclaimed| 
ad  then  the  whole  cause  of  action  fails. 

/.  W.  Smith  in  reply.  The  defendant  has  no  right  to 
nise  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  proclamation  in  this 
Banner.  He  might  either  have  demurred  to  the  declara- 
tioD,  or  he  might  have  pleaded  that  he  never  was  pro- 
daimed,  and  then  the  plaintiff  must  have  demurred;  or 
he  might  have  simply  traversed  the  fact  that  he  was 
deputy  at  the  time.  Instead  of  this,  he  denies  first  the 
deputation,  appointment  and  proclamation,  and  secondly, 
that  he  vras  deputy  at  the  time.  The  plaintiff  could  not 
safely  accept  an  issue  in  this  form,  for>  if  the  judge  at  the 
trial  should  think  the  proclamation  to  be  unnecessary^  the 
proof  of  it  could  not  be  dispensed  with  at  nisi  prius. 
The  plaintiff  must  still  go  down  to  trial  prepared  to  prove 
the  proclamation  as  well  as  the  appointment  of  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  verdict  can  only  be  entered  in  the  terms  of  the 
issue,  and  must  be  taken  on  the  immaterial  as  well  as  the 

naterial  averments. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  this  is  a  bad  plea,  whether 
the  averment  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  proclaim  the  defend- 

(a)  1  Ld.  Rajrm.  39.  (i)  11  East,  406. 

VOL.1.— D.M.  P 
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1843.  ant  one  of  his  the  plaintiff's  deputies  for  the  purpose  of 
making  and  granting  replevins  be  material  or  immaterial. 
If  the  proclamation  of  the  defendant  is  something  distinel 
from  his  appointment,  and  necessary  in  addition  to  it  in 
order  to  clothe  him  with  the  character  of  deputy,  the  fdeu 
is  clearly  double.  If  proclamation  is  unnecessary  to  the 
validity  of  the  defendant's  appointment,  and  the  assertioo 
of  it  in  the  plea  immaterial,  the  plea  is  equally  bad,  for  it 
puts  in  issue  an  immaterial  fact,  and  throws  upon  the 
plaintiff  the  proof  of  it,  and  also  traverses  matter  which  the 
plaintiff  has  not  alleged  in  the  declaration.  It  is  said  that 
the  judge  might  in  that  case  direct  the  jury  to  reject  the 
proclamation  as  surplusage,  and  so  dispense  with  the  proof 
of  it;  but,  even  if  that  were  so,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be 
called  on  to  speculate  upon  what  opinion  the  judge  may 
form  of  the  issue  at  nisi  prius,  but  is  I  think  bound  to  take 
down  witnesses  to  prove  all  the  facts  involved  in  the  tra- 
verse. Then  can  the  defendant  by  framing  his  plea  in  this 
manner  compel  the  plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  an  immaterial 
allegation  i  I  think  clearly  he  cannot,  and  that  the  plea  if 
bad,  whether  we  assume  the  assertion  that  the  plaintiff  dii 
not  proclaim  the  defendant  to  be  material  or  not. 

Patteson  J. — This  is  clearly  a  bad  plea.    We  mu 
assume  that  this  declaration  refers  to  the  statute  of  1  8c 
P.  4r  M,  c.  12,  and  that  the  defendant  is  charged  asdepi 
under  it ;  then  the  statute  requires  the  sheriff  to  depu 
appoint  and  proclaim  his  deputies,  and  the  deputies 
appointed  and  proclaimed  are  to  have  authority  under 
statute  to  act  in  the  sheriff's  name.     Three  things  ar< 
be  done,  deputation,  appointment  and  proclamation, 
clear  that  proclamation  can  not  precede  deputation, 
does  proclamation  appear  to  me  to  be  necessarily  inv 
in  deputation.     Then  it  does  not  follow  from  the  allef 
that  ''  the  plaintiff  duly  appointed  the  defendant  de 
that  he  was  proclaimed;  but  the  declaration  goes 
assert  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  such  appointmen 
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coBtinved  to  be  and  mat  deputy.  This  is  a  distinct  assertion ;         i84S. 

sod  proclamation,  if  necessaiy  to  bis  character  of  deputy,  is 

iifolvedin  the  assertion  that  the  defendant  imi«  deputy.  Then 

im  plea  is  clearly  double,  it  should  only  have  traversed  that 

the  defendant  was  deputy,  for  a  traverse  of  the  assertion  that 

he  was  deputy  would  involve  the  fact  of  his  proclamation. 

Bat  the  plea  denies  that  the  plaintiff  deputed,  appointed 

lid  prodaimed  the  defendant,  and  also  that  be  v?as  deputy 

il  the  time.     I  agree  that  if  deputing  and  appointing  had 

Budved  proclaiming,  proclaiming  might  have  been  put  in 

iaie  by  tbe  plea,  but  that  is  not  so.     The  plea  is  therefore 

W,  because  it  traverses   an  assertion  not  made  in   the 

Matation,  and  it  is  also  bad  because  it  traverses  the  fact 

of  the  defendant's  appointment,  and  his  continuance  in  the 

ifice  at  the  time  of  the  cause  of  action. 

Williams  J.^ — Mr.  £r/e'5  argument  assumes  that  pro- 
cfaunation  is  necessary  to  tbe  validity  of  tbe  defendant's 
appointment  as  deputy.  Tbe  assertion  therefore  in  tbe 
pka  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  proclaim  the  defendant  is  a 
saterial  allegation.  But  the  plea  states  another  substan- 
tive defence,  namely,  that  tbe  defendant  was  not  deputy  at 
the  time*  There  are  therefore  two  distinct  matters  in 
e,  and  the  plea  is  double. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Flight  v.  Leman.  Friday, 

^  June  9th, 

Case.    Second  count,  for  that  tbe  defendant  theretofore,  in  case  for 
kc  contriving  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure,  harass  ""la'^fully  m- 

aad  damnify  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  unlawfully  and  maliciously  bringing  an 

action,  it  is 
HOC  enoiigh  to  aver  that  the  defendant  **  unlawfully  did  advise,  promise,  instigate  and 
tor  op'*  Uie  then  plaintiff  to  commence  and  prosecute  tlie  action,  without  also  averring 
that  it  was  Gommenced  and  prosecuted  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause. 

f2 
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did  advise,  procure,  instigate  aud  stir  up  one  John  Thanuu 
to  commence  and  prosecute  an  action  of  trespass  on  the 
case,  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  against  the  now 
plaintiff,  together  with  certain  other  persons,  to  wit,  one 
£•  G.  F.  and  one  J.  X.,  and  in  which  said  last-mentioned 
action  the  now  plaintiff  and  the  said  JS.  G.  JP.  and  •/•  K. 
did  appear,  plead  and  defend  the  same;  avermenti  that 
by  and  through  such  advice,  procurementi  instigation  and 
stirring  up  as  aforesaid,  the  said  J.  T.  did  in  fact  afterwards, 
on  the  4th  day  of  January,  1838,  commence  and  prosecute 
the  said  last-mentioned  action;  that  he  declared  therein 
against  the  now  plaintiff  and  E.  G.  JP.  and  J.  K.  on  the 
ISth  February  following.  The  declaration  then  set  out 
the  pleadings  in  the  action,  a  trial  at  the  Worcester  summer 
assizes,  18S8,  and  that  the  now  plaintiff  and  his  co-defend«< 
ants  were  acquitted.  Whereby  and  by  reason  of  thp  said 
suit,  action  and  false  claim  of  the  said  J.  T.  as  to  the  said 
premises,  and  of  such  advice,  procurement,  instigation  and 
stirring  up,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  now  plaintiff 
was  not  only  put  to  great  trouble  and  vexation  in  and  about 
the  defence  of  the  said  action,  so  far  as  related  to  the  said 
false  claim  so  made  and  prosecuted  by  the  said  J.  T.,  by 
the  advice,  procurement,  instigation  and  stirring  up  of  the 
now  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  whereof  the  now  plaintiff 
was  acquitted  as  aforesaid,  but  also  was  obliged  to  pay  and 
did  in  fact  pay  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  800/.,  in  and 
about  the  defence  of  the  said  action,  so  far  as  the  same 
related  to  the  said  false  claim  so  then  made  by  the  said 
J.  T.  as  aforesaid,  and  the  costs  thereof  and  in  relation 
thereto. 

Plea  to  this  count:  that  before  the  commencement  of 
the  action  brought  by  J.  T.,  and  at  the  period  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievance  in  this  count  also  mentioned,  the 
now  defendant  was  and  still  is  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench;  and  that  the  said  J.  T.  consulted  and 
advised  with  the  defendant  as  such  attorney  concerning  the 
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iiriiigiog  of  that  action ;  that  the  defendant  as  such  attorney 
tken  advised  J.  T.  that  the  said  action  would  lie,  and  that 
lie  the  said  J.  T.  would  succeed  in  the  action.  And  the 
defendant  further  saith  that  he,  the  defendant,  did  then  as 
Midi  attorney  advise  the  said  •/•  T.  in  manner  aforesaid, 
wA  thereby  did  advise,  procure,  instigate  and  stir  up  the 
nid  /•  T.  to  bring  the  said  action  against  the  now  plaiutiiF, 
ad  the  said  £.  G.  F.  and  J.  K.,  which  said  last  mentioned 
idfisii^  procuring,  instigating  and  stirring  up  of  the  said 
/.  r.  by  the  now  defendant,  are  the  same  grievances  as  in 
ie  second  count  mentioned,  &c.     Verification. 

Replication,  de  injuria,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  this  replication  is 
indmissible,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  does  not  contain  matter 
of  excuse,  but  justifies  the  advising,  &c.  as  lawful ;  and  for 
that  it  attempts  to  put  in  issue  all  the  allegations  in  the 
pka,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  taken  issue  on  some  single 
averment. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Sir  W.  W.  Pollen  S.  G.for  the  defendant.  The  declaration 
Itself  is  bad.  The  charge  contained  in  this  count  is  not  that 
of  upholding  an  existing  suit,  but  of  procuring  and  advising 
die  bringing  of  an  action.  There  is  no  statement  that  the 
defendant  was  not  interested  in  the  result  of  the  suit.  There 
if  no  statement  that  it  was  commenced  without  reasonable 
or  probable  cause,  nor  that  the  defendant  assisted  Thomas  in 
the  prosecution  of  it.  A  count  for  maintenance,  that  is,  for 
upholding  a  plaintiff  in  prosecuting  an  existing  suit,  requires 
00  averment  of  want  of  probable  cause.  But  a  count  for 
advising  and  instigating  an  action — which  is  not  maintenance 
in  the  proper  sense — does  require  it.  This  is  the  principle 
of  the  decbion  in  Pechellv.  WaUon{a).  In  that  case  the 
first  count  contained  the  same  charge  as  the  present,  that 
is,  for  instigating  the  commencement  of  an  action,  and  it 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  691. 
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was  held  good ;  but  it  contained  both  the  averments^  that 
the  defendant  was  not  interested  in  the  suit,  and  that  the 
action  was  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  The 
second  count  was  for  *'  upholding  and  maintaining^'  an 
action,  and  that  was  holden  good,  after  verdict,  although 
there  was  no  averment  of  want  of  reasonable  and  probable 
cause,  for  the  reason  above  specified,  viz.  that  this  was  a 
count  for  the  substantive  offence,  implied  in  the  legal  mean* 
ing  of  the  word  ^'  maintenance/'  and  therefore  not  needing 
it.  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  the  definition  of  main- 
tenance in  the  authorities.  Maintenance  is, ''  when  a  man 
maintains  a  quarrel  to  the  disturbance  or  hindrance  of 
right:''  Com.  Dig.  Maintenance,  (A  I);  Co.  Lit.  368 b. 
The  count  is  also  bad  for  not  sufficiently  averring  the  ter- 
mination of  the  suit.    The  Court  then  called  on 

Barstow  contrd.  According  to  Lord  Coke,  2  Inst.  213^ 
there  are  two  sorts  of  maintenance :  *'  manutenentia  est  du- 
plex, that  is  to  say,  curialis,  that  is,  in  courts  of  justice, 
pendente  placito,  and  of  this  the  said  description  is  given ; 
and  ruralis,  that  is,  to  stir  up  and  maintain  quarrels,  that  is, 
complaints,  suits,  and  parts  in  the  country  other  than  their 
own,  though  the  same  depend  not  on  plea."  Consequently 
the  stirring  up  and  instigating  an  action  may  be  under  some 
circumstances  maintenance,  as  well  as  the  upholding  one 
already  commenced.  And  as  to  the  other  objection,  viz» 
the  want  of  averment  that  the  defendant  was  not  interested 
in  the  suit,  that  appears  from  Pechell  v.  Watson  {a)  to  be 
unnecessary.  The  want  of  sufficiently  shewing  the  termi- 
nation of  the  action,  if  a  defect,  can  only  be  taken  advantage 
of  on  special  demurrer. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  m  Pechell  v.  Watson  (a)  seems  to  me  to  rest 
on  the  ground  that  unlawful  maintenance  of  an  action 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  691. 
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dreadv  commenced  is  in  itself  an  offence,  without  farther  J843. 
irennent.  But  the  charge  here  is  not  of  unlawful  mainte- 
BSDce,  but  unlawful  instigation.  The  declaration  must 
therefore  shew  the  ingredients  which  make  it  unlawful. 
One  of  these  is  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for 
ike  actMMi,  and  that  is  omitted  here ;  the.  declaration  is  there- 
fan  bad* 

Patteson  J. — ^This  count  must  be  governed  by  the 
MM  principle  which  regulates  actions  for  malicious  arrests, 
fntecutions,  and  so  forth,  in  all  which  want  of  reasonable 
ad  probable  cause  must  be  averred. 

WiLUAMS  J. — If  the  argument  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff 
is  correct,  then,  if  carried  to  its  legitimate  results,  the  mere 
intigation  to  bring  an  action  must  amount  to  the  offence 
of  maintenance;  for  instance,  simply  informing  a  party 
that  be  has  a  good  cause  of  action  in  the  opinion  of  the 

CoLBRiDGE  J. — I  look  upon  it  that  '*  maintenance"  is  a 
word  with  a  peculiar  legal  meaning,  implying  want  of  rea- 
sonable and  probable  cause  for  maintaining  the  action 
brought  by  another.  That  word  is  wanting  here,  and 
there  is  no  such  intendment  to  be  made  with  respect  to 
the  more  general  words  which  supply  its  place ;  the  general 
analogy  therefore  applies* 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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aaUsfacieDdam^  issued  out  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  i843. 
Queen's  Bench  at  Westminster,  at  the  suit  of  one  Betija' 
fla  Mofeden,  and  directed  to  the  said  sheriff  of  Middlesex, 
ad  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  delivery  to  the  said 
plaintiffs  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  writ  of 
testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the  said 
David  Power,  while  the  plaintiffs  were  and  continued  such 
iberiff  of  Middlesex  as  aforesaid,  and  while  the  said  John 
Wrigkt,  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  have  been  lawfully  de- 
taed  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs  as  such  sheriff,  was 
ad  continued  lawfully  in  such  custody,  to  wit,  &c.  the 
mi  last  mentioned  John  WriglU  became  and  was  entitled 
to  his  discharge  from  such  custody,  and  it  then  became 
aad  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  sheriff,  to  dis- 
charge, and  the  said  plaintiffs  as  such  sheriff,  but  for  the 
committing  of  the  said  grievance  by  the  defendants  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  would  have  discharged,  and  the 
said  plaintiffs  were  about  to  discharge,  the  said  last  men- 
tioned John  Wright  from  their  custody  as  such  sheriff,  yet 
the  said  defendants,  so  being  such  attornies  of  the  said 
Dttdd  Potoer  as  aforesaid,  and  well  knowing  the  premises, 
after  the  delivery,  &c.  while,  5cc.  and  after  the  said  last- 
mentioned  John  Wright  had  so  become  and  was  entitled  to 
be  discharged,  and  was  about  to  be  discharged,  by  the  said 
plaintiffs  out  of  the  custody  of  them  the  said  plaintiffs  as 
nch  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  said  defendants  so 
being  such  attornies  for  the  said  David  Power  as  aforesaid, 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  said  plaintiffs  as  such  sheriff 
Jhm  discharging  the  said  last  mentioned  John  Wright  from 
tkir  custody  as  such  sheriff,  which  the  said  plaintiffs  were 
tben  about  to  do,  and  would  otherwise  have  done,  falsely 
represented  and  declared  to  the  plaintiffs,  so  being  such 
sheriff  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  last  mentioned  John 
Wright,  then  being  in  the  lawful  custody  of  the  plaintiffs 
u  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  whom  the  said  plaintiffs 
were  then  about  to  discharge  from  their  said  custody,  was 
the  same  person  as  the  other  John  Wright  thereinbefore 
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184S.        mentioned,  against  whom  the  said  writ  of  testatum  capias   i 
ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power,  had   i 
been  and  was  so  issued  by  the  said  defendants  as  the  attofw  i 
nies  of  and  for  the  said  David  Power  as  aforesaid,  wherem   i< 
in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  John  Wright,  whom  the  mud  i 
plaintiffs  were  so  then  about  to  discharge  from  their  cat*  i 
tody  as  aforesaid,  was  not  the  same  person  as  the  said    i 
John  Wright  against  whom  the  said  writ  of  testatum  capiss   | 
ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power,  ;, 
had  been  and  was  so  issued  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaiil,  „ 
but  was  another  and  different  person,  and  the  said  defend*   , 
ants,  by  so  falsely  representing  and   declaring  the   said   , 
person  to  be  the  same /or  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  di^   ,, 
charge  from  custody  of  the  said  John  Wright,  so  being,  &c^    , 
did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  &c.  and  from  thence  for  a  long    : 
space  of  time  after  the  said  John  Wright  had  so  become 
and  was  entitled  to  hk  discharge  as  aforesaid,  to  wit^  &€• 
during  all  which  time  the  plaintiffs  were  and  condnaed 
sheriff  of  Middlesex  as  aforesaid,  cause  the  plaintiffs  as 
such  sheriff  to  keep  and  detain  the  said  last  mentioiiad 
John  Wright  in  their  custody  as  such  sheriff,  under  the 
supposed  authority  of  the  said  writ  of  testatum  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power,  and 
the  said  plaintiffs  being  during  all  that  time  ignorant  and 
without  any  notice  whatsoever  from  the  said  defendants  or 
otherwise,  that  the  said  John  Wright  so  being  in  their  cua* 
tody,  and  the  said  John  Wright  against  whom  the  said  writ 
of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the 
said  David  Power,  had  been  and  was  so  issued  as  afore* 
said,  were  not  the  same  person,  and  on  the  contrary  thereoi^ 
confiding  in  the  said  false  representation  and  declarati<Mi  of 
the  defendants  that  they  were  the  same  person^  and  belier* 
ing  the  same  to  be  true,  did  by  reason  and  means  of  the 
said  false  representation  and  declaration  of  the  defendanfa 
keep  and  detain  the  said  last  mentioned  John  Wright  m 
their  custody  as  such  sheriff,  to  wit,  in  the  prison  aforesaid, 
under  the  supposed  authority  of  the  said  writ  of  lestatiuB 
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apias  ad  satisraciendum^  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David        i843. 
Power,  as  and  for  the  same  John  Wright  in  the  said  writ 
hst  aforesaid  mentioned,  for  a  long  space  of  time  after  the 
nid  Jokm  Wright,  so  being  in  the  custody  of  the  said      Coluhs. 
pkmtiCs  as  aforesaid,  had  so  become  entitled  to  be  dis- 
ckarged,  and  ought  to  have  been  discharged  from  the  said 
cutody,  to  wit,  for  the  said  space  of  two  days  then  next 
Ubwing  and  until  the  18th  day  of  June,  a.d.  1840,  on 
which  said  last  mentioned  day,  and  not  before,  the  said 
{hiatiffs  discovered  and  ascertained  that  the  said  repre- 
■tition  and  declaration  of  the  said  defendants  was  false, 
mi  that  the  said  John  Wright,  so  being  in  their  custody  as 
Aresaid,  and  the  said  John  Wright,  against  whom  the  said 
arit  of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the 
aid  David  Power,  had  been  and  was  so  issued  as  afore- 
laid,  were  not  the  same  person,  and  the  said  plaintiffs  did 
diereopon,  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
forthwith  discharge  the  said  Johi  Wright,  whom  they  had 
10  detained  as  aforesaid,  from  their  said  custody,  by  reason 
nd  means  of  which  said  premises  afterwards,  and  after 
the  discharge  of  the  said  last  mentioned  John  Wright,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
nd    year  last    aforesaid,  the   said    last  mentioned  John 
Wright  <x>nimenced  and  prosecuted  an  action  in  her  Ma- 
jesty's  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster  against 
the  said  plaintiffs  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  illegal  de- 
tainer and  imprisonment  of  him  the  said  John  Wright  as 
aforesaid,  occasioned  as  aforesaid,  and  such  proceedings 
were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  action,  that  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  plaintiffs,  in 
order  to  settle  the  said  action,  and  prevent  any  further  pro- 
ceedings   against   them    in    the   same,   were    forced    and 
oUiged  to  pay,  and  did  necessarily  and  properly,  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  said  defendants  pay,  to  the  said  last 
aientioned  John  Wright  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  10/., 
18  and  for  damages  and  compensation,  being  a  reasonable 
tain  b  that  behalf,  for  the  illegal  detainer  and  imprison- 
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ment  of  the  said  John  Wright  as  aforesaid,  occasioned  as 
aforesaid,  and  for  which  the  said  last  mentioned  action  was 
so  commenced  and  prosecuted  as  aforesaid,  and  also  the 
further  sum,  to  wit,  of  3/.  S^.,  as  and  for  the  said  Jolm 
Wright^s  costs  of  the  said  action,  and  also  they  the  said 
plaintiffs,  by  means  of  the  said  premises,  were  forced  add 
obliged  to  sustain  and  incur,  and  have  sustained  and  in* 
curred,  divers  costs,  charges  and  expenses,  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  the  further  sum  of  20/.,  in  and  about  the  de* 
fence  of  the  said  last  mentioned  action,  and  in  and  about 
the  settling  and  putting  an  end  to  the  same  as  aforesaid* 
And  the  plaintiffs,  by  means  of  the  said  premises,  have 
been  and  are  otherwise  greatly  injured  and  damni6ed,  lo 
the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiffs  of  150/.,  and  thereupon 
they  bring  suit,  8cc. 

Pleas:  First,  not  guilty. 

Secondly,  that  the  defendants  did  not  cause  the  plaiotiffii 
to  keep  or  detain  John  Wright  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
in  their  custody  under  the  supposed  authority  of  the  said 
writ  of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  at  the  suit  of  the 
said  David  Power,  and  the  plaintiffs  did  not  by  reason  and 
means  of  the  said  representation  and  declaration  of  tbe 
defendants  keep  or  detain  the  same  John  Wright  in  their 
custody  under  the  supposed  authority  of  the  same  writ  for 
any  part  of  the  time  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  meii^ 
tioned.  And  the  plaintiffs  were  not  forced  or  obliged  to,  nor 
did  necessarily  or  properly,  or  with  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendants or  either  of  them,  pay  to  the  same  John  Wright  the 
sums  of  money  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentionedt 
or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  nor  were  the  plaintiffii 
forced  or  obliged  to  sustain  or  incur,  nor  have  they  sustained 
or  incurred  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof^ 
in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged. 

Thirdly,  that  at  the  time  they  made  the  representation  and 
declaration  in  the  plaintiffs'  declaration  mentioned,  they  the 
defendants  had  good  and  probable  reason  to  believe,  and 
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tken  did  with  good  faith  believe,  that  the  said  representa-         1843. 

tioa  and  declaration  was  true,  and  that   the  said  John 

Wrigki,  then  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  she- 

liC  was  the  same  person  as  the  other  Johft  Wright  against 

liMNO  the  said  writ  of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  at 

ike  soit  of  the  said  David  Power  had  been  and  was  issued, 

ad  this  the  defendants  are  readj  to  verify,  8cc. 

Fourthly,   that  just  before  the  time  of  committing  the 
■ppoaed  grievance  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
Aetame  day  and  year  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf 
iHtionedy  the  plaintiffs  inquired  of  the  defendants  if  the 
miJokn  Wright,  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  the 
flse  person  as  Johti  Wright  against  whom  the  said  writ  at 
tk  suit  of  the  said  David  Power  had  been  issued,  and  the 
plaintiffs  then  informed  the  defendants  of  the  residence  of 
the  said  John  Wright  then  in  their  custody,  before  and  at 
the  time  be  was  taken,  and  then  described  to  the  defendants 
the  same  Jo/in  Wright,  and  such  information  and  descrip- 
ticm  then  corresponded  with  the  supposed  residence  and  the 
description  of  the  said  John  Wright  against  whom  the  said 
vrit  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power  had  been  issued, 
sad  then  induced  the  defendants  to  believe  that  it  was  pro- 
bable that  the  said  John  Wright  was  the  John  Wright 
against  whom  the  said  writ  had  issued  at  the  suit  of  the 
said  David  Power,  and  the  defendants  then  informed  the 
plaintiffs  that  they  considered  it  probable  that   the  said 
John  Wright,  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  the  John 
Wr^hi  against  whom  the  last  mentioned  writ  had  been 
iuned,  and  then  declined  to  speak  with  certainty  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  two  John  Wrights,  and  the  plaintiffs  then 
requested  the  defendants  to  state  that  the  said  JohnWright 
m  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs  was  the  John  Wright  against 
whom  the  said  writ  had  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  said  David 
Power,  and  thereupon  the  defendants,  at  the  request  of 
the  plaintiffs,  at  the  said  time  when,  8cc.  with  good  faith 
represented  and  declared  to  the  plaintiffs  as  in  the  declara- 
tioa  mentioned,  the  defendants  not  then  knowing  that  the 
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,3.        said  John  Wright  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs  was  not  ak 
the  John  Wright  against  whom  the  said  writ  had  issued  at  ■! 
the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power,  which  is  the  same  sn|K  Mi' 
posed  grievance  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  whereof  Si^^ 
the  plaintiffs  have  above  complained  against  the  defend* 
ants,  and  this  the  defendants  are  ready  to  verify,  Sic 

Replications:  To  the  first  and  second  pleas  similiter. 
To  the  third,  de  injuria ;  and  to  the  fourth,  that  they  the  ^ 
said  plaintiffs  did  not  request  the  said  defendants  to  slate 
that  the  said  John  Wright  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiA 
was  the  John  Wright  against  whom  the  said  writ  had  issued 
at  the  suit  of  the  said  David  Power,  and  the  defendants  did 
not  commit  the  said  grievance  in  the  said  declaration  mett^ 
tioned,  at  the  request  of  the  said  plaintiffs,  in  manner  and 
form,  &c.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  Wightman  J.,  at  the  sittings  after 
Hilary  Term,  1842,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  sheriff 
of  Middlesex,  had  arrested  a  person  of  the  name  of  Jbte 
Wright,  at  the  suit  of  one  Benjamin  Monden^  and  had  hial 
in  custody  in  Whitecross  Street  prison,  and  that  the  de^ 
fendants,  who  were  attornies,  had  sued  out  a  capias  ed 
satisfaciendum  at  the  suit  of  one  Power  against  anothct 
John  Wright,  and  delivered  it  to  Sloman,  as  the  officer  of 
the  plaintiffs,  to  be  executed.  The  Arst  J ohnWright  heviim; 
become  entitled  to  be  discharged,  Sloman  sent  his  descrij^ 
tion  to  the  defendants,  accompanied  by  a  note  in  the  fbl^ 
lowing  words : — *'  John  Wright  ats  Power.  You  are  ra» 
quested  to  certify  whether  the  person  arrested  is  the  same 
person;''  to  which  the  defendants*  clerk  returned  the  fol- 
lowing answer,  indorsed  on  the  note,  ''  within-named  de- 
fendant is  the  same  person  against  whom  we  have  lodged 
a  detainer,"  which  was  signed  by  the  defendants'  clerk* 
Upon  this  the  plaintiffs  detained  the  first  mentioned  JoAm 
Wright,  after  he  was  entitled  to  his  discharge,  till  the  mis- 
take was  discovered,  when  he  was  liberated.  For  this 
wrongful  detainer  Wright  brought  an  action  against  the 
sheriff,  the  present  plaintiffs.     As  they  had  no  defence^ 
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Shmtm  pftid  10/.  to  settle  the  action,  but  before  doing  so,        184S. 

vrole  to  the  defendants  to  know  whether  they  would  con- 

»t  to  that  arrangement,  to  which  they  returned  the  fol* 

lowing  answer  :—<'  fVrighi  v.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex.     With- 

•■t  admitting  our  responsibility,  we  agree  to  any  mode  of 

i^dement  the  sheriff  may  think  proper,"  signed  Collins  and 

Hgfi^-    Upon  this  evidence  the  learned  judge  asked  the 

jny,  first,  whether  the  defendants*  clerk  had  a  general  au- 

ioritr  to  bind  them,  by  stating  that  the  JohnWright  whom 

hpiaiotiffs  had  in  their  custody  was  the  John  Wright 

fast  whom  the  capias  at  the  suit  of  Power  had  been 

ined;  secondly,  whether  he  had  probable  cause  to  believe 

itf  statement  to  be  true;  and  thirdly,  whether  he  was  in- 

iKcd  to  make  the  statement  in  consequence  of  any  repre- 

MBtBtion  by  Sloman  that  the  John  Wright  in  custody  was 

Ac  person  against  whom  the  capias  at  the  suit  of  Power 

hi  been  issued.    The  jury  answered  the  first  two  of  these 

^■estions  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  third  in  the  negative ; 

vliereapon  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  all 

the  issues  bat  the  third,  with   Is.  damages,  and  leave  was 

given  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  to 

dbe  plaintiffs  to  increase  the  damages  to  10/. 

Roles  were  subsequently  obtained  by  Erie  for  the  plain- 
tiffs for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third 
plea,  and  to  increase  the  damages  to  10/.;  and  by  Piatt 
for  the  defendant  for  a  nonsuit;  also  for  a  new  trial,  as 
against  evidence,  and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  all  of  which 
came  on  for  argument  together. 


Erie  for  the  plaintiffs.  Assuming  the  money  paid  to 
setde  the  action  brought  by  Wright  against  the  sheriff  to 
have  been  the  monies  of  Sloman  and  not  of  the  sheriff,  the 
action  is  still  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs 
as  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  and  they  are  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  of  lOl.  by  way  of  damages  as  trustees  for  Sloman. 
The  plaintiffs,  as  sheriff,  were  in  the  first  instance  respon- 
sible.     Wright  bad  brought  his  action  against  them  for  the 
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1848.         wrongful  detainer,  and  was  entitled  to  damages  for  the  ai*  ta 
jury  he  bad  sustained,  though  primarily  occasioned  by  dbe  :■ 
false  representation  of  the  defendants.    That  action  was^;^ 
clearly  maintainable.     The  defendants  gave  their  consMit  to^-ga 
the  compromise  of  it ;   and  upon  that  footing  the  10/.  WM>9{ 
paid  by  Sloman.     Sloman  as  officer  was  bound  to  ind—Btrf  % 
nify  the  sheriff,  and  therefore  pays  the  money  in  the  fini^if 
instance.     He  may  therefore  sue  in  the  sheriff's  naoie^  '■'^U 
the  plaintiffs  are  in  the  present  case  trustees  for  Shmmmli^ 
Lamb  v.  Vice  (a)  is  in  point.    That  was  an  action  in  thM*^, 
name  of  the  Knight  Marshal  of  the  Palace  Court  agaMH^ 
the  defendant,  who  was  an  officer  of  the  court,  upon  4hL 
bond  conditioned  to  take  sufficient  bail  from  all  defd 
arrested,  and  to  obey  the  order  of  the  court.    The  d 
ant  having  taken  insufficient  bail  from  a  defendant 
in  an  action  in  that  court,  and  having  disobeyed  an 
of  the  court  requiring  him  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  d 
and  costs  in  the  action,  it  was  held  that  the  knight  m\ 
was  entitled  as  trustee  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  to 
cover,  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  the  full  amount  of  4111^ 
debt  and  costs.    The  actions  which  arise  out  of  the  Wi  :. 
of  ships  are  analogous ;  when  the  ship  has  been  run  dofMt 
at  sea,  the  insurers  are  liable  on  the  loss,  but  an  action  ik 
maintainable  in  the  name  of  the  owner  against  the  wronfv 
doer,  for  the  benefit  of  the  insurer.     So  after  an  abandon-* 
ment  the  insurers  are  entitled  to  the  wreck,  but  they  most   . 
sue  in  respect  of  it  in   the   name  of  the  owners.    The 
damages  in  fVright  v.  Evans  would  have  been  levied  on   { 
the  present  plaintiffs,  but  would  have  been  paid  in  fact  bj 
Sloman ;  but  Sloman  could  not  sue  for  the  false  represen* 
tation,  although  the  plaintiffs  could.     Secondly,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on 
the  third  plea.     The  jury  have  found  upon  the  issue  there 
raised  that  the  defendants  had  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  the  truth  of  the  repreaen* 

(o)  6M.&W.467. 
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I  lliey  made  with  respect  to  the  identity  of  the  John 
Wrigii  then  in  the  plaintiff's  custody  at  the  suit  of  Mose* 
im,  with  the  John  Wright  against  whom  they  had  issued  a 
apias  ad  satisfaciendum.     But  this  is  wholly  immaterial 
li  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action:  it  was  their  duty  as  sheriff 
li detain  the  prisoner,  or  let  him  go  at  their  peril.     The 
Meadants  might  have  refused  to  give  any  answer  to  the 
fKslion  pat  to  them,  and  have  called  upon  the  plaintiffs  to 
ta  oa  their  own  responsibility.     Instead  of  this,  they  re- 
fmnt  the  party  in  custody  as  the  person  against  whom 
i^liaTe  the  writ,  and  call  upon  the  sheriff  to  act  upon 
kk  mformation.     Their  belief  in  the  truth  of  their  state- 
Mi  does  not  render  it  less  false  in  fact,  nor  free  them 
IsB  the    consequences   of  its   falsehood.     In  Polhill  v. 
Waller  {a}  there  was  a  direct  assertion  of  authority  which 
fkt  defendant  did  not  in  fact  possess,  but  he  boni  fide 
Mieted  that  his  act  would  be  sanctioned  by  his  principal. 
[P^iietan  J.  There  he  asserted  what  he  knew  to  be  false 
it  the  time.     Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  says  expressly,  "  if  the 
idcadmnt  had  had  good  reason  to  believe  his  representation 
k>  be  true,  he  would  have  incurred  no  liability,  for  he  would 
hate  made  no  statement  which  he  knew  to  be  false.]     In 
the  present  case  there  is  the  unqualified   assertion  of  a 
foaitiTC    fact  by  a  party  having  the  means  of  knowledge, 
aad  which  turns  out  to  be  false.     Humphreys  v.  Pratt  (a) 
is  io  fkyour  of  the  plaintiffs.     That  was  an  action  by  the 
sheriff  against  the  defendant  for  deceit,  in  representing  that 
eertain  goods,  which  the  sheriff  was  directed  to  seize  under 
a  fi.  fa.   at  the  suit  of  the  defendant,  were  the  property  of 
the  party  against  whom  the  fi.  fa.  was  directed,  whereas  in 
fiKt  they  were  the  goods  of  another  person.     There  was 
BO  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  representation  was 
Made  fraudulently,  or  that  the  defendant  knew  it  to  be  un- 
true; and  the  House  of  Lords  confirming  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  and  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
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(a)  S  a  &  Ad.  114. 
▼OUU — D.  M. 


(6)  2  Dow  &  C.  288. 
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Ireland;  held  the  count  good.     The  principle  there  laid 
down  18,  that  he  who  affirms  either  that  which  he  doei  not 
know  to  be  true,  or  that  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  to  ano* 
ther's  prejudice  and  his  own  gain,  is  a  wrong  doer  and  muit 
answer  in  damages  for  the  injury  occasioned  by  bis  false* 
hood.    The  facts  in  the  present  case  are  precisely  the  same 
with  those  in  Humphreys  v.  Pratt  (a),  with  the  exception 
that  there  the  writ  was  a  fi.  fa.,  here  a  ca.  sa.     In  both  the 
injury  is  the  assertion  by  the  defendant  of  a  fact  which  he 
does  not  at  the  time  know  to  be  true,  upon  which  the  plain^ 
tiff  is  induced  to  act,  and  which  afterwards  turns  out  to  be 
false.  This  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action.  In  the  latecaae 
of  Smout  V.  llbery  {b),  Alderson  B.  in  delivering  the  jodfi^ 
ment  of  the  Court,  and  speaking  of  the  case  where  a  party 
making  a  contract  as  agent  bon^  fide   believes   he  baa 
authority  when  in  fact  he  has  none,  says,  **  it  is  a  wrongs 
differing  only  in  degree,  but  not  in  essence,  from  the  former 
case,  (that  of  an  agent  who  has  no  authority  and  knows  il^ 
but  nevertheless  makes  the  contract  as  having  such  autho* 
rity),  to  state  as  true  what  the  individual  making  such  states 
ment  does  not  know  to  be  true,  even  though  he  does  net 
know  it  to  be  false,  but  believes  without  sufficient  ground 
that  the  statement  will  ultimately  turn  out  to  be  correct" 


Piatt  and  Peacock  contri.  The  effect  of  the  finding  of 
the  jury  on  the  third  plea  is  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  the 
verdict  on  the  general  issue,  inasmuch  as  it  shews  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  failed  in  proving  the  charge  contained  in 
their  declaration.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  plain* 
tiffs  had  in  custody  a  certain  other  John  Wright^  whom 
they  would  have  discharged  but  for  the  representation  made 
by  the  defendants,  but  the  defendants  well  knowing  the 
premises,  that  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  the  wrong  Jokm 
Wright  in  custody,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  plan- 
tiffs  from  discharging  him,  falsely  represented,  8cc.    The 


(«)  2  Dow  &  C.  288. 


(6)  10  M.  &  W.  1. 
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decbntion  therefore  charges  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time 
Aej  made  the  strntement^  well  knew  that  it  was  false,  but 
the  jury  have  found  that  at  the  time  they  made  it  they  had 
probable  cause  to  believe  and  did  believe  it  true.     But 
ike  £ict  that  the  defendants  made  the  declaration,  and  that 
fkey  knew  it  to  be  fake  at  the  time,  are  both  put  in  issue 
hv  not  goilty,  for  they  both  together  make  up  the  injury  of 
vhkk  the  plaintiffs  complain  in  this  declaration.     In  actions 
« the  case  the  plea  of  not  guilty  under  the  new  rules  ope- 
mes  as  a  denial  only  of  the  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have 
ka  committed  by  the  defendant.     The  instances  there 
|pm  io  slander  and  nuisance  shew  the  effect  of  the  rule. 
h  an  acrtion  for  malicious  indictment  or  arrest,  it  puts  in 
issae  the  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause;  Cotton  v. 
Atii0ne(a);  and  in  an  action  for  keeping  a  mischievous 
auial,  it  denies  the  scienter  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the 
aaiaial  is  dangerous :  Thomas  v.  Morgan  (A).    Here  it  denies 
dbe  wrongful  act  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  that  is,  that 
Ae  defendants,  knowing  the  premises,  made  a  false  repre- 
aeatation,  with  intent  to  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from  dis- 
charging their  prisoner.    The  case  of  Humphreys  v.  Pratt  (c) 
does  not  apply.     In  that  case  there  was  no  allegation  in  the 
declaration  that  the  defendant  knew  the  statement  to  be 
ootnie,  and  the  count  expressly  stated  that  the  defendant 
ftqmred  the  plaintiff  to  seize  the  goods  under  the  execution, 
and  that  the  defendant  accordingly  seized  at  the  request  and 
hy  the  directiom  and  at  the  requisition  of  the  defendant. 
There  the  request  amounted  to  a  warranty,  like  the  case  of 
aa  auctioneer  asked  to  sell  goods  by  a  person  to  whom 
they  do  not  belong.     But  in  the  present  case  there  was  no 
application  on  the  part  of  the  defendants ;  on  the  contrary, 
the  inquiry  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendants' 
dcrk,  in  consequence  of  their  request,  wrote  on  the  back  of 
Sloman*s  note,  **  The  defendant  is  the  same  person  against 
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(6)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  496. 
(c)  2  Dow  &  C.  288. 
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1843.        whom  we  have  lodged  a  ca.  sa.;**  but  the  defendants  were 
not  bound  to  give  that  information,  and  the  clerk  could  not  i 
be  understood  as  guaranteeing  the  truth  of  it.     To  maiii-  i 
tain  the  action  there  must  be  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  per-  ? 
son  making  the  assertion,  or  the  knowledge  that  bis  state-  h 
ment  is  false :  Foster  v.  Charles  (a).    Fraud  without  dami^  :] 
or  damage  without  fraud  gives  no  cause  of  action,  but  where  :; 
they  concur  an  action  lies:  Pasley  v.  Freeman {b),  Tap  ▼•  i; 
Lee{c).    And  it  is  from  the  fact  of  the  statement  being  ^ 
false  within   the  defendant's  knowledge,  that  the  Court  >r^ 
infers  fraud :  Corbett  v.  Browned),  Moens  v.  Heyworth(e)m  ^ 
Here  the  plaintiffs  have  expressly  averred  fraud,  and  tbt  ), 
knowledge  by  the  defendants  of  the  falsehood  of  their  state-  ^ 
ment,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  on  the  third  plea,  negatiret  ^^ 
the  scienter;  the  defendants  are  therefore  entitled  to  the  . 
verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty.     But  the  plaintiffs  here  ^ 
have  not  sustained  any  damage.     The  money  paid  by  Sbh  ^ 
man  to  settle  the  action  was  his  own,  and  not  that  of  the  . 
plaintiffs,  they  have  therefore  not  themselves  sustained  wtij  . 
damage  from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants.    Neither  . 
can  they  sue  as  trustees  for  Sloman.     Lamb  v.  Vice  (/) 
does  not  apply ;  the  bond  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  ; 
knight  marshal  in  that  case  was  for  the  performance  of  ell 
the  duties  of  the  office,  and  intended  to  be  for  the  benefit 
of  all  parties  damnified  by  the  defendant's  breach  of  duty. 
The  knight  marshal  was  therefore  trustee  for  all  parties 
damnified  by  the  defendant's  acts,  but  here  the  damage  of 
the  officer  is  not  the  damage  of  the  sheriff,  so  as  to  entitle 
him  to  bring  the  action.     But  if  there  is  no  damage  the 
action  cannot  be  maintained :    IVylie  v.  Birch  (g).     The 
defendants  are  therefore  entitled  to  a  nonsuit. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  6  BiDg.  396,  and  7  Bing.  (d)  8  Bing.  33. 

108.  (e)  10  M.  &  W.  147. 

(h)  3  T.  R.  51.  (/)  6  M.  &  W.  473. 

(c)  3  B.  &  P.  367.  (g)  12  Law  J.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  SCO. 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  Trinity  Vacation  (June  24),  1843. 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: — The 
plaintiffs  were  late  sheriffs  of  London,  and  brought  this 
actioii  agaiDst  two  persons,  attomies  for  one  Powers  who 
bd  sued  John  Wright  for  a  debt,  and  obtained  execution 
apinst  him,  for  falsely  representing  another  John  Wright 
(vbo  was  then  in  custody  of  the  plaintiffs)  to  be  the  defend- 
ant in  the  action,  though  they  hiew  the  contrary  ;  by  which 
Use  representation  plaintiffs  were  induced  to  detain  the 
mwg  person,  who  thereupon  brought  an  action  against 
AoD,  and  therein  recovered  (by  way  of  compromise)  \0L 
aiespect  of  the  unlawful  imprisonment. 

To  this  declaration  not  guilty  was  pleaded,  and  (among 
other  pleas  not  now  requiring  observation)  that  defendants 
had  reasonable  and  probable  cause  to  believe  the  person 
whom  they  pointed  out  to  be  the  real  defendant. 

Oo  the  trial  at  Guildhall,  before  my  brother  Wighttnan^ 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  on  all  the  pleas  but  the  third 
with  Is.  damages.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendants  on  the 
third,  with  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should 
think  fit,  on  a  consideration  of  the  evidence,  and  with  leave 
for  plaintiffs  to  move  for  an  increase  of  the  damages  to  10/., 
if  entitled  thereto. 

Defendants  obtained  a  rule  for  a  nonsuit,  also  for  a  new 
trial,  for  a  verdict  against  evidence,  and,  if  they  should  fail 
in  both,  then  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for  the  insufficiency  of 
the  declaration ;  and  plaintiffs  their  cross  rule,  and  also  for 
jadgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third  plea.  Both 
were  argued  at  great  length. 

The  following  facts  appeared  on  the  learned  judge's 
notes:  Plaintiffs  having  the  writ  against  John  Wright, 
handed  it  to  their  officer  Sloman,  who  hearing  of  a  person 
of  that  name  being  under  arrest,  described  him  by  a  letter 
to  the  managing  clerk  in  that  action  for  defendants,  and 
inquired  if  that  was  John  Wright.  The  clerk  took  the 
letter  into  the  office  where  defendants  were,  and  after  some 
little  time  returned  and  told  him  that  was  John  Wright. 
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1843.  Thereupon  Sloman  kept  him  ia  prison.  He  brought  his 
action  against  the  sheriff,  who  called  on  Sloman,  and 
Sloman  compromised  the  action  with  him  for  10/.,  which 
he  paid  with  his  own  money. 

We  think,  in  opposition  to  defendants'  argument,  thtl 
here  was  clear  evidence  for  the  jury,  that  the  clerk  made 
the  representation  with  the  authority  of  bis  principals^  and 
that  they  were  justified  in  finding  that  fact  We  think  too 
that  the  action  was  maintainable  by  the  sheriff,  though  the 
act  was  that  of  their  oflicer,  and  not  of  themselves,  and  the 
money  paid  by  way  of  compromise  was  his,  not  theirs,  they 
being  primarily  liable  for  his  unlawful  arrest,  and  competent 
to  sue  for  his  benefit,  if  the  unlawful  act  was  produced  by 
defendants'  misconduct.  The  agency  of  Sloman  for  plain* 
tiffs,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  sue,  and  that  of  the  clerk  for 
his  employers,  so  as  to  fix  them  with  false  representation^ 
were  both  well  proved. 

It  was  not  contended  by  the  learned  counsel  for  defend* 
ants  that  the  third  plea  found  for  them  could  be  sustained, 
but  he  claimed  the  verdict  on  the  first  plea  or  nonsuit  fof 
want  of  proof  that  defendants  knew  their  representation  to 
be  false,  such  knowledge  being  averred,  as  he  said,  in  the 
declaration ;  plaintiffs  on  the  other  hand  maintaining  that^ 
if  the  representation  be  false  and  injurious,  defendants* 
knowledge  of  its  falsehood  is  immaterial,  even  if  it  be 
averred,  which  they  denied. 

Many  authorities  were  adduced  on  both  sides,  none 
directly  in  point;  Corbett  v.  Brown{ii)  bears  a  strong  re* 
semblance  to  the  present  case,  and  was  in  a  great  measure 
the  foundation  of  Humphreys  v.  Pratt  (b)  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  in  which  a  sheriff  brought  his  action  against  the 
execution  creditor  for  falsely  representing  to  him  that  plain- 
tiff's  goods  were  the  debtor's  property,  whereby  he  was 
induced  to  seize  them,  and  afterwards  compelled  to  pay 
damages  for  the  seizure.  Plaintiff  recovered  in  the  Irish 
Court  of  King's  Bench, — a  judgment  affirmed  in  the  Honse 
of  Lords.    The  only  difference  in  the  facts  is,  that  in  diat 

(a)  8  Bing.  33.  (6)  3  Dow  &  C.  f88. 
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CMC  goods  were  seized ;  in  this,  the  debtor  himself  was 

arrested.     But  there  the  deelaration  contained  no  averment 

of  knowledge ;  here  knowledge  was  averred  and  disproved. 

Upon  consideration,  we  hold  that  the  principle  of  Hum' 

jfoTys  ▼.  Pratt  (a)  must  be  applied  to  the  present  case ; 

one  of  two  persons  has  suffered  by  the  conduct  of  the  other. 

The  sufferer  is  wholly  free  from  blame,  but  the  party  who 

CMsed  his   loss,  though  charged  neither  with  fraud  nor 

legiigence,  must  have  been  guilty  of  some  fault,  when  he 

■ide  a  false  representation.     He  was  not  bound  to  make 

m  statement,  nor  justified  in  making  any  which  he  did 

■cJmow  to  be  true,  and  it  is  just  that  he,  not  the  party 

fimn  he  has  misled,  should  abide  the  consequence  of  his 

jBKonduct. 

The  allegation  that  defendant  knew  his  representation  to 
be  fiUse  is  therefore  immaterial.  Without  it,  the  declara- 
tion discloses  enough  to  maintain  the  action,  and  nothing 
that  goes  beyond  that  necessity  need  be  proved. 

It  follows  from  this  and  what  we  before  observed,  that 
defiradants*  rule  must  be  discharged,  and  that  plaintiffs  must 
have  their  rule  absolute  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto on  the  third  issue  to  increase  the  damages  to  the  sum 
bon&  fide  paid  by  Sloman  to  the  person  improperly  arrested 
ander  defendants'  information. 

Rules  accordingly. 
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Keppel  V.  Shilson  and  another.  Monday, 

June  12th, 

Assumpsit  to  recover  a  fee  of  45.  4d.,  payable  by  A  judge's  or- 
!••/«•  r  1       T  r -r*  der  had  been 

defendants  to  plamtiity  as  registrar  of  the  diocese  of  Jbxeter.  obtained  by 

consent,  for 
settling  an  action  of  assumpsit  and  staying  proceedings,  &c.  on  payment  of  4s.  4d.  into 
Coart.  The  Master  taxed  costs  on  the  higher  scale.  A  judge  having  ordered  that  the 
Master  should  review  his  taxation  and  tax  on  the  lower  scale,  according  to  rule  H.  T.  4 
WiU,4f  the  som  being  under  20/.,  the  Court  refused  to  rescind  such  order,  on  a  sugges- 
doo  that  the  caose  was  one  which  it  would  have  been  proper  to  try  before  a  judge^  the 
actioii  being  brought  to  try  a  right. 
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The  particulars  of  demand  described  it  as  a  fee  payable  at 
the  visitation  of  the  bishop,  and  due  from  the  defendants 
in  their  character  of  churchwardens  of  a  parish  in  the 
diocese.  An  order  had  been  made  by  a  judge  of  this  Court 
by  consent,  that  on  payment  of  4$.  4(2.  for  the  debt,  and 
costs  to  be  taxed  and  paid,  all  further  proceedings  in  the 
cause  should  be  stayed  (25th  January,  this  year).  The 
Master  taxed  the  costs  on  the  higher  scale.  On  February 
4th,  the  defendants  obtained  an  order  from  Coleridge  J., 
directing  the  Master  to  review  this  taxation,  and  tax  on  the 
lower  scale,  pursuant  to  the  rule  Hil.  T.  4  WUL  4,  that  io 
all  actions  of  assumpsit,  debt  or  covenant,  where  the  sum 
recovered  or  paid  into  Court,  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff 
in  satisfaction  of  his  demand,  or  agreed  to  be  paid  on  the 
settlement  of  the  action,  should  not  exceed  20/.  without 
costs,  the  plaintiff's  costs  should  be  taxed  on  the  reduced 
scale  :  "  provided  that  in  case  of  trial  before  a  judge  of  the 
superior  Courts,  or  judge  of  assize^  if  the  judge  shall  certify 
on  the  postea  that  the  cause  was  proper  to  be  tried  before 
him,  and  not  before  a  sheriff  or  judge  of  an  inferior  court, 
the  costs  shall  be  taxed  upon  the  usual  scale.*' 


Montague  Smith  now  moved  to  rescind  this  order,  on 
affidavits  setting  forth  that  the  cause  was  one  which  would 
have  been  proper  to  be  tried  before  a  judge,  and  contended 
for  a  liberal  application  of  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  rule, 
so  as  to  comprehend  not  only  cases  where  the  trial  actually 
takes  place,  but  those  also  which  are  settled  out  of  Courts 
and  which  are  specially  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the 
rule. 


Per  Curiam  (a) — 

Rule  refused* 

(«)  Lord  Denman  G.  J.,  Patteson,  WiUiams  and  Coleridge  Js. 
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1843. 

The  Queen  v.  Meyer  Albert.  Monday, 

June  Uih. 
MISDEMEANOUR-     The  indictment  found   at  the  Where  in  an 
Central  Criminal  Court  stated  that  the  defendant,  "  late  S^^Sb- 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen's,  Colemsl'i  Street,  in  the  city  of  ing  the  defend- 
Loodoo,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  &c.  parish  of  A.  in 

with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  and  within  the  i!*®. .^?""^i  ^^ 
•    •  J-     -  ^    •       ^  r  •.  »  •       J    .^  _  BVtheoffeDce 

jnriidiction  of  the  Court  aforesaid,     committed  the  act  of  is  laid  u>  have 

fiUic  indecency  charged  against  him.     This  indictment  1^",^^™.™*^" 

m  found  at  the  June  sessions,  1841,  and  afterwards  re-  parish  afore- 

■pied    by   the  defendant,  by   certiorari,  into  this  Court.  ^nyitMment 

He  trial  was  at  the  London  sittings  after  Michaelmas  of  county,  this 
T  ,«^.        \T     A'  -I  Statement  of 

Term,  1 84  J .     Verdict,  guilty.  ,he  venue,  if 

lo  the  following  term  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  arrest  defective,  is 

cured  by  7 
of  judgment,  on  the  same  ground  with   that  granted  m  Geo.  4,  c.  60, 

Eeg.  V.  StowtU{a\  viz.  that  the  statement  of  venue  '*  with-  ''e^'^t^^^e 

io  the  jurisdiction  of  the   said  Court,"   which  is  rendered  case  having 

sufficient  by  the  Central  Criminal  Court  Act,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  aJuVonhe^ 

c  2G,  5.  3,  in  the  case  of  indictments  tried  in  that  Court,  county  first 

was  inapplicable  where  the  indictment  was  removed  by  cer-      Qutf^,  whe- 

tiorari,  and  that,  if  that  venue  were  held  insufficient,  then  ^^^^  ^^  statc- 

.  '  .      .  ment  be  de- 

enough   did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  indictment  to  fective. 

give  a  jury  for  the  city  of  London  jurisdiction;  and  Rex 

▼.  Burridge  {b)  was  cited. 

R,  Gurnet/  now  shewed  cause.  Supposing  the  objection 
urged  to  the  indictment  in  Reg,  v.  Stowell(c)  to  prevail, 
there  is  still  enough  on  the  face  of  this  indictment  to  shew 
that  the  offence  was  committed  in  London.  The  averment 
is,  that  the  defendant,  of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen's,  Cole- 
man Street,  in  the  city  of  London,  committed  the  offence 
"  at  the  parish  aforesaid."  No  parish  but  St.  Stephen's, 
Coleman  Street,  has  been  mentioned,  and  that  parish  has 

(a)  See  post  Trin.  Vuc.  (c)  That  case  was  at  this  time 

(6)  3  P.  Wms.  496.  pending  for  judgment. 
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been  averred  to  be  in  the  city  of  London.     The  stateoaent 
of  the  place  where  the  offence  was  committed  is  therefore 
V.  complete^  although  made  so  only  by  words  of  reference. 

Albert.  j^  ^j||  ^^  contended  that  the  Court  cannot  take  notice  that 
all  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen's,  Coleman  Street,  is  in  the 
city  of  London;  as  the  Court  held,  in  Rex  v.  Burridgt{a\ 
that  an  averment  that  a  prisoner  was  committed  to  the 
custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  at  Ilchester,  in  the  county 
of  Somerset,  and  that  afterwards  the  defendant,  **  at  Ilchea- 
ter  aforesaid,''  aided  him  to  escape,  was  insufficient,  because 
it  **  would  not  take  notice  that  the  whole  township  or  vill 
of  Ilchester  is  in  the  county  of  Somerset."  But  in  Rtx  ▼• 
Joseph  Perkim{b\  Mr.  Justice  Park  held,  that  an  offence 
was  well  laid  to  have  been  committed  in  the  parish  of  Hales 
Owen,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  although  it  appeared  that 
in  point  of  fact  part  of  that  parish  was  in  another  county. 
At  all  events,  this  is  a  case  of  an  imperfect  statement  of 
venue,  cured  after  verdict  by  the  express  provision  of  7 
Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20. 

M.  Chambers  contr^.  That  statute  only  cures  defects, 
where  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  indictment  that  the 
jury  which  tries  the  offence  has  jurisdiction  over  it.  But, 
if  the  objection  taken  here  on  the  authority  of  Rex  ▼• 
Burridge{a)  be  good,  then  it  does  not  appear  that  a  Londoti 
jury  had  such  jurisdiction,  for  non  constat  that  the  whole 
parish  of  St.  Stephen's,  Coleman  Street,  is  in  London; 
and  the  statute  does  not  apply.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  re- 
ferred to  the  act  22  Car.  2,  c.  11,  intituled  ''  An  additional 
Act  for  the  Rebuilding  of  the  City  of  London,"  in  which 
the  names  of  the  parishes  of  London  are  given,  St.  Ste- 
phen's, Coleman  Street,  among  the  number;  see  sect.  63; 
and  which  is  a  public  act.]  That  will  only  enable  the 
Court  to  take  notice  that  there  is  a  parish  of  that  name  in 
London,  not  that  there  is  no  parish  of  the  name  elsewhere. 

(a)  3  P.  Wms.  496.  (6)  4  G.  &  P.  363. 
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LonfDENMAN  C  J. — I  think  this  case  distinguishable         1843. 

bmS^.w.  SiotoelK^a^,  and  that  the  point  which  we  have 

Rserred  for  Judgment   oq    that  case  does  not  arise.     We 

kre  liere  a  statement  that  the  offender  is  of  a  certain  parish 

itkcity  of  L»ondon>  and  that  the  offence  was  committed 

'it die  parish   aforesaid.**     It  is  urged  that,  for  all  that 

ippeiny  part   of    the    parish,  and  that  part  in  which  the 

ilEKe  was  committed,  was  without  the  city  of  London. 

k I  think  the  vrords    **  within  the  parish  aforesaid"  roust 

1  common  reason    be   taken  to  imply  within  the  county 

liieiaid  also.      T*his    construction  appeared  to  me  to  be 

Uied,  in  the   case   before  us^  by  the  act  of  Charles  the 

Secood^to  which  I  alluded;  it  appears  by  that  act  that  there 

•ipirith  of  St.  Stephen's,  Coleman  Street,  wholly  within 

ike  city,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  parish  of 

Alt  mine  partly  ^within  the  city.     But  at  all  events  I  think 

thitif  this  statement  of  place  were  defective,  it  would  be 

a  instance  of  **  want  of  proper  and  perfect  venue/'  within 

7  Geo.  4,  c,  64,  s.  20. 

Patteson  J. —  ^s  v.  Burridge(b)  certainly  raises  a 
fificaUy, where  ^^vithout  that  authority  1  should  have  found 
it  difficult  to  see  any.  But,  even  if  the  objection  would 
have  been  good  before  the  statute  of  7  Geo.  4,  I  think  it  is 
deaily  cared  by  it. 

WuuAHs  and  Coleridge  Js,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(«)  See  foU  Trin.  Vac.  (b)  3  P.  Wms.  496. 
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The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Banbury  Union 

Thurtday,  ^'  ROBINSON. 

June  15th. 

Assumpsit  on  ASSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated  that  the  plain- 

foMh^Ti^"'  tiffs,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  August,  1836,  by  their 

chase  of  cer  auctioneers  and  agents  in  that  behalf,  and  in  pursuance  of 

pertyltotedTin  **"  order  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  Poor  Law  Com- 

the  declaration  missioners  for  England  and  Wales  in  that  behalf  made, 

to  have  been  ,        ,  ,  i  ,     .  .  ,• 

put  up  for  sale  <^aused  to  be  put  up  and  exposed  to  sale  by  public  auction 

in  pursuance     certain  cottages  and   premises  situate  and   being  in   the 
of  an  order  .,ro.i.T.  ..  ^, 

under  the         parish  of  South  Newmgton,  m  the  county  of  Oxford,  upon 

seals  of'the       ^°^  subject  to  the  following  amongst  other  conditions  of 

Poor  Law        sale,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  highest  bidder  should  be  the 

ers.    Thede-    purchaser,  the  purchase-money  be  paid  before  the  2£nd 

claration  set     September  then  next,  and  the  conveyance  be  prepared  by 
out  the  condi-        ,         .  ^   ,  ,  "'  r     r  ^ 

tions  of  sale,     sind  at  the  expense  of  the  purchaser, 
one  of  which         rj,j^^^  ^^  ^j^^  ^^jj  gj^p^gu^e  to  sale  on  the  13th  day  of 

ivas,  mat  tne 

highest  bidder  August  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  defendant  was  the  highest 

L?!?N«.J  l«^  bidder  for,  and  then  became  and  was  in  due  form  declared 

purchaser,  and  ' 

then  averred     the  purchaser  of  the  said  cottages  and  premises  at  and ybr 
fendant  was     ^  certain  large  sum  of  money  (to  wit)  the  sum  of  1 72/.    And 

the  highest       thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
bidder,  and  .      ,  ,     , 

became  the       aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiffs, 

purchaser  at     ^^  j|,g  request  of  defendant,  would  perform  and  fulfil  all 

and  for  a  ^  *  ^         '  *^         ^ 

certain  large     things  in  the  said  conditions  of  sale  contained  on  the  part 

TJlilX^'^m  ^f  ^^^  vendors  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  he  the  dc- 

0^172/.  fendant  then  promised  the  plaintiffs  to  perform  and  fulfil 

roent  for  the     everything  in  the  said  conditions  of  sale  on  his  part  as  such 

plaintiffs  on      purchaser  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled.     And  although 
demurrer,  a         .  -  .  i  -j  i 

writ  of  inquiry  the  defendant,  in  part  performance  of  the  said  terms  and 

issued  to  conditions  of  sale  and  of  his  said  promise,  did  then  sign 

assess  cne  oa* 
maees. 

Qiutre,  whether  without  putting  in  evidence  the  agreement  to  purchase,  the  plaintiflb 
would  be  entitled  to  more  than  nominal  damages. 

Held,  that  such  agreement  does  not  reouire  to  be  stamped,  but  is  exempt  from  duty 


under  the  86th  section  of  statute  4  &  5  Will,  4,  c.  76, 


'equire  to 
WiU,  4,  c, 
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aa  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  premises  at  the 

mid  sum  of  172/.»  under  and  subject  to  the  aforesaid  con- 

didoDs   of  sale,  &c.      Averment  of  performance  by  the 

piaintiffs  of  their  part  of  the  contract.     Breach,  that  the 

defendant  did  not  nor  would  at  any  time  before  the  com- 

meocement  of  this  suit,  prepare  or  cause  to  be  prepared 

dK  conveyance  of  the  said  cottages  and  premises  accord- 

JDg  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  although  often  requested  so 

to  do,  nor  did  nor  would  the  defendant  on  or  before  the 

S2d  day  of  September  in  the  year  aforesaid ,  or  at  any  other 

imt,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  pur- 

clMe-nioney,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas,  which  are  not  mate- 
mi  to  the  present  question.  The  plaintiffs  replied,  and 
upon  demurrer  to  the  replication  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiffs.  Upon  this  a  writ  of  inquiry  issued,  directed 
to  the  aberiff  of  Oxfordshire,  to  assess  the  plaintiffs'  da- 
nages. 

At  the  execution  of  the  inquiry  the  plaintiffs,  after  put- 
ting in  evidence  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners 
for  the  sale  of  the  property  and  the  conditions  of  sale,  and 
proving  the  fact  of  the  sale  having  taken  place,  closed  their 
case.     It  was  then  objected  by  the  defendant  that  no  evi- 
dence had  been  given  of  the  contract,  or  of  the  price  for 
which  the  property  was  sold,  to  which  it  was  answered, 
that  the  contract  of  sale,  and  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
for  the  property  appeared  from  the  record.     The  under- 
sheriff  ruled  that  the  contract  roust  be  produced.     On  its 
production  it  was  objected  that  it  was  inadmissible  for  want 
of  a  stamp,  and  the  undersheriff  being  of  that  opinion,  re- 
fused to  receive  it,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs, 
with  nominal  damages. 

Walesbj/f  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  a  new  inquisition  should  not  be  had. 
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KtUjf  and  Piggot  now  shewed  cause.    The  undersheriff 
was  right  in   deciding  that  the  contract  must  be   put  in 
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evidence  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  more  than  nominal  dar 
mages.  The  declaration^  after  setting  out  the  conditions 
of  sale,  avers  that  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  of 
the  premises  '^  at  and  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit^ 
17^//'  The  effect  of  this  is  only  to  charge  the  defendant 
as  purchaser  of  the  property,  but  not  to  fix  him  as  the 
purchaser  at  any  specific  sum.  The  plaintiffs  were  therefore 
bound  to  shew  by  the  contract  the  price  which  the  de- 
fendant had  agreed  to  pay,  or  the  jury  would  have  no 
measure  by  which  they  could  estimate  the  damages.  If 
there  had  been  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  the  plaintiffs  would 
not  have  been  compelled  to  prove  that  the  defendant  pur* 
chased  at  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  because 
the  amount  being  laid  under  a  videlicet  would  not  be  a 
material  part  of  the  contract:  Cooper  y.  Blick{a).  They  mast 
therefore,  in  this  case,  prove  by  evidence  dehors  the  record 
what  was  the  real  price  at  which  the  property  sold. 

But,  secondly,  the  contract  was  inadmissible  for  want  of 
a  stamp.  This  was  not  a  contract  or  agreement  made  or 
entered  into  in  pursuance  of  the  rules,  orders,  or  regul»- 
tions  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  within  the  86tli 
section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76.  The  property  in  ques- 
tion has  belonged  to  the  parish,  and  was  sold  by  the  guar- 
dians under  the  provisions  of  statute  5  8c  6  Will,  4,  c.  69, 
the  Srd  section  of  which  authorises  the  guardians  of  the 
union,  with  the  approbation  and  subject  to  the  rules, 
orders  and  regulations  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  to 
sell  parish  property.  The  question  is,  whether  a  sale  with 
the  approbation  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  is  neces- 
sarily a  sale  made  in  pursuance  of  their  order,  within  the 
meaning  of  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  86.  The  contract 
may  be  sanctioned  by  the  commissioners,  and  yet  not  made 
or  entered  into  in  pursuance  of  their  order.  [Patieson  J. 
The  86th  section  of  statute  4&5  WilL4,c.76,  also  contains 
the  words  '^  or  any  other  instrument  made  in  pursuance  of 


(a)  S  G.  &  D.  S95. 
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(Ms  act.']  There  is  no  power  in  either  of  the  acts  by 
wUcfa  the  commissioners  can  compel  the  sale  of  any  parish 
property,  it  can  only  take  place  by  consent  of  a  majority  of 
the  rate  payers.  The  authority  given  is  to  sell  with  the 
qiprobation  and  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  commissioners, 
hat  the  commissioners  cannot  make  an  order  for  the  sale 
against  the  consent  of  the  parishioners;  the  sale  in  the 
present  instance,  therefore,  could  not  have  been  by  their 
oder,  nor  the  contract  one  made  or  entered  into  in  pursu- 
es of  their  order. 
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Wale$by  and  J.  W.  Smith  contr&.  This  case  has  been 
agned  for  the  defendant  as  if  the  objection  arose  upon 
special  demurrer,  and  not  after  judgment  by  default.  The 
qaestiou  is,  whether  the  price  at  which  the  defendant  be- 
came the  purchaser  of  the  property  appears  with  sufficient 
certainty  upon  the  face  of  the  record  to  authorise  the  jury 
to  find  that  the  plaintiffs  have  sustained  damage  to  that 
amount.  The  declaration  states  the  sale  by  auction  in 
porsuance  of  the  order  of  the  commissioners  under  certain 
conditions  of  sale,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  purchaser  shall 
nga  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money. 
It  dien  avers  that  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  at  a 
large  sum  of  money,  "  to  wit,  172/./'  and  that  the  de- 
fendant did  sign  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  the  said 
premises  at  the  said  sum  of  172L,  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
ditions,  and  the  breach  is,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor 
wonld  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said 
parchase -money.  Assuming  that  the  averment  under  a 
ndelicet  in  the  prior  part  of  the  declaration  would  not 
compel  the  plaintiffs  to  proof  of  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
declaration  as  the  precise  sum  at  which  the  property  was 
sold,  this  is  cured  by  the  subsequent  averment,  which  is 
material,  that  the  defendant  signed  the  agreement  for  the 
purchase  of  the  premises  '*  at  the  said  sum  of  172/."  It 
cannot  be  contended  that  upon  the  whole  declaration  the 
price  is  left  so  uncertain  that  the  Court,  after  judgment  by 
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default^  cannot  ascertain  the  amount.  [Patteson  J.  The 
instrument  signed  is  the  contract.  On  non  assumpsit 
pleaded  the  plaintiffs  must  have  put  in  an  agreement,  then 
if  an  agreement  had  been  put  in  for  another  sum,  would 
the  plaintiffs  have  been  entitled  to  the  verdict?]  The  con* 
tract  in  the  declaration  is  to  perform  the  conditions  of  sale; 
one  of  them  is^  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  Can 
any  one,  looking  at  the  whole  declaration^  avoid  saying  that 
the  172/.  is  the  purchase  money  agreed  to  be  paid? 

Secondly,  the  contract  was  exempt  from  stamp  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  86,  and  5 
&6  fVill.  4,  c.  69)  s.  3.  The  two  acts  are,  by  the  provisions 
of  statute  5  Si  6  Vict*  c.  57»  s.  18,  to  be  construed  together. 
The  86th  section  of  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  is  conceived 
in  very  general  terms,  and  the  averment  in  the  declaration 
is,  that  the  property  was  put  up  to  sale  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  Poor  Law  Commia* 
sioners.  The  contract  of  sale  was  therefore  made  in  pur« 
suance  of  their  order.  This  averment  must  be  received  in 
the  sense  most  beneficial  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  after  jadg* 
ment  by  default,  the  Court  will  not  assume  that  the  com- 
missioners could  not  make  such  an  order.  The  105th  sec- 
tion of  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  enacts  that  rules  and 
orders  made  by  the  commissioners  shall  continue  in  force 
until  declared  illegal  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
There  was  therefore  an  order  de  facto  for  making  the  con- 
tract, and  although  the  3rd  section  of  the  statute  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  69,  renders  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  rate 
payers  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  sale  of  parish  pro- 
perty, yet  the  same  section  provides  that  sales  made  before 
the  passing  of  the  act,  with  the  consent  or  approbation  of 
the  commissioners,  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  the 
same  had  been  directed  by  their  order,  under  the  authority 
of  that  act. 


Lord  Denman  C.J. — If  the  undersheriff  was  right,  the 
plaintiffs  were  obliged  to  give  the  agreement  in  evidence.    It 
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was  in  fact  produced,  but  the  objectiou  was  then  takeu  to 
the  want  of  a  stamp*  and  on  this  ground  it  was  ultimately 
eidnded.  Taking  both  the  statutes  together  I  think  the 
mdefsheriff  was  wrong  in  refusing  to  receive  this  instru- 
mtmi  in  evidence  for  the  want  of  a  stamp.  It  therefore 
becomet  unnecessar;  to  give  an  opinion  upon  the  other 

fOIDt. 
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Patteson  J. — This  case  clearly  falls  within  the  words 
ef  tke  86th  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  ^,  c.  76,  which  are 
w  large,  including  not  only  any  contract  or  agreement 
wtk  or  entered  into  in  pursuance  of  the  rules,  orders  and 
Jiphtions  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  but  also  ex- 
feadii^  to  any  other  instrument  made  in  pursuance  of  that 
•ct    Now  this  is  de  facto  a  contract  made  in  pursuance  of 
the  order  of  the  Commissioners;  it  is  so  stated  on  the  de- 
claration, and  the  order  of  the  Commissioners  was  put  iu 
cfidence  before  the  undersheriif.    Perhaps  it  is  not  material, 
mder  the  105th  section,  whether  they  could  in  point  of  law 
Bake  such  an  order  or  not,  but  it  may  be  taken  on  the  de- 
daiation  that  they  could.    Then  the  subsequent  act  makes 
good  all  sales  which  had  taken  place  previously.     I  think 
the  instrument  requires  no  stamp. 

On  the  other  point  I  think  there  would  be  great  diffi- 
culty in  saying  that  the  undersheriff  was  wrong. 


Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  decla- 
ration states  that  the  sale  was  in  pursuance  of  an  order 
aader  the  hands  and  seal  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners. 
Then  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  sale  was  under  a  re- 
gular order,  and  such  as  they  had  the  power  to  make.  The 
^reement  for  the  purchase  of  the  property  is  then  clearly 
SB  instrument  made  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  86th  section  of  the  4  8c  5  M^ill.  4,  c.  76. 


Coleridge  J. — Under  the   second   act  the  Commis- 
sioners have  no  power  to  direct  a  sale,  unless  by  consent  of 

▼OL.1. — D.M.  H 
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a  majority  of  the  rate  payers  of  the  parish.  But  the  gair*  ' 
dians  cannot  sell  unless  by  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Com-  i 
missioners.  Then  the  Commissioners  must  issue  their  i| 
order,  and  the  declaration  states  the  sale  to  have  been  in  i 
pursuance  of  their  order.  Therefore  the  contract  for  tlw  ii 
purchase  of  the  property  was  a  contract  made  and  entered  \ 
into  in  pursuance  of  such  order,  and  therefore  exempt  ti 
from  stamp.  % 

Rule  absolate.      |, 


The  QvEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  B£DiNGHAM,(a) 

Where  the  ex-  ON  appeal  to  the  Norfolk  quarter  sessions  against  M 

^L"  ei""^    order  for  the  removal  of  one  Quantril,  &c.  from  the  pariah 

purported  to     of  Bedingham  to  the   parish  of  Earsham,  both  in   this 

dividual  com-   county,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,   subject  to  tlw 

plaint  of  a       opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case  :— 
pauper  s  ,  , 

chargeability,        The  order  was  in  the  common  form,  and,  after  recitng 

ed1)^himsdf   ^^^^  Complaint  had  been  made  unto  two  justices  for  tlw 

only,  but  the     county  of  Norfolk  by  the  '*  overseers  of  the  poor**  of  At 

moval^pui^      parish  of  Bedingham,  directed  the  pauper  to  be  removed 

ported  to  have  from  the  respondent  to  the  appellant  parish.    The  order 

on  the  com-      ^^^  made  upon  the  examination  of  John  Smith,  one  of  tlw 

plaint  of  the     overseers  of  the  respondent  parish,  and  of  QuantriL  the 

overseers,  and,  ,       "^  "^ 

in  point  of       pauper,  and  copies  of  the  order  for  removal  and  of  the 

^tainthad^been  examination,  with  the  notice  of  chargeability,  signed  by 
made  by  the     the  majority  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 

respondent  parish,  were  duly  sent  to  the  overseers  of  the 

appellant  parish. 

(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (April  SO). 
consent. 

Held,  that  the  complaint  was  sufficient 

An  examination  stated  that  the  pauper  had  f;ained  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  paritb 
by  hiring  and  service,  and  also  that  he  had  been  repeatedly  relieved  by  their  parish 
while  non-resident. 

A  ground  of  appeal  denied  that  the  pauper  had  acquired  such  settlemeat  either  by 
hiring  and  service  Or  6y  ani^  other  means.  Held,  under  this  ground  of  appeal,  thac  the 
appellants  might  shew  that  they  had  given  the  relief  by  mistake. 


single  overseer 
on  behalf  of 
the  overseers 
generally,  and 
with  their 


tl 
> 

i 
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Tbe  informmtion  of  the  overseer  commenced  thus  :  ''  the         1843. 
■rfbrmation  and  complaiot  of  John  Smith,  of  file.,  tme  of   -/^^r^"^ 
tie  oreneers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Bedingham,"  v. 

sd»  after  stating  the  inhabitancy  and  chargeability  of  the  ^"^Jj^^^, 
piaper,  proceeded  thus — "  wherefore  /  pray  that  the  said 
VtUr  QitamirU  (the  pauper)  may  be  examined  on  oath 
the  place  of  his  last  legal  settlement,  and  that 
farther  proceedings  may  be  had  as  the  law  in  such 

OK  direcrts.''    This  was  signed  by  Smith  only. 
The  examination  of  the  pauper  set  up  a  settlement  in 

Inham  by  hiring  and  service,  and  also  stated  that  while 

nient  in  tbe  respondent  parish  he  had  been  repeatedly 

tfStftd  by  tbe  overseers  of  Earsham. 
The  material  grounds  of  appeal  were,  Ist  ''That  the 
Older  of  removal  was  not  and  does  not  purport  to  have 
beea  made  upon  the  complaint  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  tbe  said  parish  of  Bedingham,  but  of  John  Smith  only, 
fcicribed  as  being  one  of  such  overseers,  and  it  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  information  of  tbe  said  John 
Smith,  upon  which  the  said  order  was  founded,  that  he 
VIS  authorised  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  by 
the  overseers  or  guardians,  of  the  said  parish  of  Beding- 
hun  to  make  such  complaint  and  information  on  his  own 
and  their  behalf.  6th.  That  the  pauper  never  acquired  a  set- 
dement  in  Earsham  either  by  hiring  and  service  with  the  said 
S^  (as  alleged  in  the  examinations,)  or  by  any  other  means. 
Upon  the  trial,  as  to  the  first  ground  of  appeal,  it  was 
admitted  that  the  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
fonsh  officers  and  with  their  consetit,  and  tbe  Court  decided 
in  favour  of  the  respondents.  Evidence  was  then  given  by 
the  respondents  of  relief  given  by  the  appellant  parish  out 
of  the  poor-rate  of  that  parish  to  the  pauper  occasionally  for 
a  period  of  twenty  years,  whilst  he  was  residing  in  the  re- 
spondent parish,  and  the  respondents  then  closed  their  case. 
The  appellants  then  called  on  the  Court  to  allow  them 
to  shew  that  such  relief  had  been  given  under  the  mistaken 

belief  that  the  pauper  had  gained  a  settlement  in  their 

h2 
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1843.        parish  by  his  hire  with  S.  as  stated  in  the  examinations. 

^^^^^^^      To  this  the  respondents  objected  on  the  ground  that  the 
The  Queen  .       j.j  ,  r  .  j      r  i 

t;.  notice  did  not  state  that  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  appeal. 

Be*^^'**"^  ^^  "^'^^  ^^"'**  permitted  the  appellants  to  call  the  pauper 
with  reference  to  this  point,  who  on  examination  admitted 
that  seven  or  eight  years  previous  to  the  present  order  he 
was  examined  before  magistrates  at  petty  sessions  respecting 
his  settlement,  on  the  application  of,  and  whilst  he  was 
residing  in,  the  respondent  parish,  who  refused  to  make  an 
order,  since  which  he  had  been  relieved  several  timet 
by  the  respondent  parish  whilst  resident  in  it. 

The  Court  quashed  the  order  of  removal,  subject  to  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  points: 
1st.  Whether  there  had  been  a  sufficient  complaint,  to  give 
the  magistrates  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order.  2.  Whether 
the  Court  ought  to  have  admitted  the  appellants  to  give  the 
evidence  objected  to.  The  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed 
or  confirmed  as  the  Court  may  decide  the  questions  sub* 
mitted  to  them. 

J3.  Andrews  and  Gunning  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  The  order  of  removal  was  made  without  juris* 
diction,  as  the  complaint  was  made  by  one  overseer  onlj^ 
and  the  statute  13  8c  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  1,  does  not  autho- 
rise the  removal  of  a  pauper  except  upon  complaint  made 
by  the  churchwardens  or  overseers.  It  has  been  decided 
that  notices  by  parish  officers  under  the  Poor  Law  Amend* 
ment  Act  must  be  given  by  the  majority  at  least :  Reg.  v» 
Justices  of  Cambridgeshire  {a).  Even  under  stat.  18  Geo.  3, 
c.  ]9|  s.  5,  which  gives  an  appeal  against  the  allowance  of 
a  constable's  accounts,  '^  in  case  the  overseer  or  overseers 
shall  find  the  parish  aggrieved,''  it  has  been  held  that  the 
majority  of  the  parish  officers  must  concur  in  the  appeal: 
Rex  V.  Justices  of  Lancashire  (&)•  It  would  be  most  in- 
convenient to  allow  a  single  overseer  to  make  the  complaint, 

(n)  7  A.  &  E.  480;  5.  C.  1  P.  (6)  5  B.  &  Aid.  755;  &  C.  I 

&  D.  849.  D.  &  R.  485. 


TheQuEKM 
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ind  so  initiate  proceediogs,  which  may  throw  great  ex-         1843. 

pease  oo  the  parish,  although  the  majority  of  the  parish 

^ScKf%  maj  be  of  opinion  that  such  proceedings  ought  not    "^  ^^ 

to  be  taken.  InhftbiuDts  of 

Beoimobak. 
2.  Under  the  ground  of  appeal,  denying  that;. the  pauper 

bid  gained  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service,  or  by  any 

fAcr  means,  the  appellants  were  properly  allowed  to  shew 

iit  the  relief  given  was  given  by  mistake.     The  fact  of 

idirf  is    not  denied;  the  settlement  is  denied,  and  the 

tofondents  did  not  attempt  to  support  it,  and  the  appel- 

tak  had  a  right  to  shew    that  the  relief,  which  is  only 

of  a  settlement,  was  inconclusive. 


Arcibold  and  Palmer  contrd.  If  it  were  necessary  that 
tbe  complaint  of  chargeability  should  be  in  writing,  and 
a|Pied«  then  undoubtedly  it  would  be  necessary  that  it 
dboold  be  signed  by  the  majority.  But  the  complaint  need 
lot  be  in  writing.  So  undoubtedly  the  complaint,  though 
it  need  not  be  in  writing,  must  be  virtually  the  act  of  the 
ttjority.  But  this  requisite  is  satisfied  if  one  parish  officer 
■ake  tbe  complaint  by  authority  of  the  majority. 

It  is  said  the  appellants  were  entitled  under  their  ground 
of  appeal  to  shew  that  they  relieved  the  pauper  by  mistake, 
ittsmuch  as  relief  is  evidence  only  of  a  settlement.  But 
relief  is  a  ^  ground  of  removal,"  and  therefore  is  within 
Ac  very  terms  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  which  does 
■ot  use  the  words  ''  grounds  of  settlement."  Relief,  there- 
fere,  being  a  substantive  "  ground  of  removal,**  should  have 
been  specifically  denied,  for  all  the  grounds  of  removal 
lilted  in  an  examination  should  be  either  denied  or  con- 
fessed and  avoided.  If  this  ground  of  appeal  meets  the 
case  of  relief  at  all,  it  is  by  way  of  denial,  and  at  the  trial 
it  was  sought  to  meet  the  case  by  a  confession  and  avoid- 
ance. IPatteson  J.  I  think  the  ground  of  appeal  rather 
admits  the  fact  of  relief,  and  denies  the  effect  imputed  to 
it.]  It  is  quite  uncertain  what  it  admits  or  denies;  and  it 
leems  as  if  the  appellants  had  used  all  their  astuteness  to 
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1843.         puzzle  their  opponents,  whereas  it  is  required  that  the 

J^^^'^^C^^      grounds  of  appeal  should  be  stated  most  explicitly :  Regm.  * 

J,.  V.  Whitley  Upper  (a).     [Patteson  J.  Suppose  the  examiiMi*'  '|* 

Bediiioham^  tion  had  stated  nothing  about  hiring  and  service,  and  hwi'' 

stated    the  .relief  merely,  and   the   appellants   bad  sildp  *^ 

''  true,  we  relieved  the  pauper,  but  he  did  not  gain  a  ietdt**^"! 

ment;"   they  could  not,  after  such  a  ground  of  appeal^* 

have  called  upon  the  respondents  to  prove  the  fact  of  m^P^ 

lief,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  they  could  not  themstkii^ii 

shew  that  the  relief  was  not  conclusive  of  the  settlement]  ''^'< 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  think  the  sessions  were  rq|||^ 
on  both  points.  '^a 

In  the  first  place,  I  think  the  complaint  of  chargeabSitj 
was  sufficient.  The  complaint  was  made  in  the  name  ai^4 
one  overseer  only;  but  the  order  of  removal  recites  tkij^d 
complaint  of  all  the  overseers,  and  it  was  proved  at  lIM^^ 
sessions  that  the  complaint  was  made  on  behalf  of  afll|iii 
with  the  consent  of  all.  *Ks^ 

The  other  question  is,  whether  the  appellants  abov||k^ 
have  been  let  into  evidence  that  the  relief  given  was  g>vdjL 
by  mistake.     I   think  the  evidence  was  rightly  admitlB^^ 
The  examination  first  states  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  aef^  ai 
vice,  and  then  states  the  relief.     The  relief  alone  (as  wf 
brother  Patteson  has  put  it)  is  a  sufficient  ground  of  r»*  Vi 
moval,  and,  if  no  other  ground  had  been  stated,  the  appel* 
lants  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  shew  that  the  relief  was 
given  by  mistake.     But  here  the  case  is  stronger,  for  both  ' 
the  hiring  and  service  and  the  relief  are  stated,  and  Umt 
appellants  deny  that  any  settlement  was  gained  by  the  fairiag 
and  service,  **  or  by  any  other  means,"  passing  over  the^^wf    i 
of  relief  in  silence.     The  appellants  did  shew  effectiudljr   .\ 
that  no  settlement  was  gained,  for  they  proved  that  relifll    j 
had  been  several  times  given  by  the  respondent  parish  afW 
the  magistrates  had  inquired  into  his  settlement,  and  bad 
refused  to  make  an  order. 

(a)  3  P.  &  D.  81. 
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Pattbson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  com- 
pkint  before  the  removing  magistrates  is  not  required  to    'tC^X^^ 
ht  at  writing.     If  it  was  really  the  complaint  of  the  over-  v. 

mn,  that  will  do.     It  was  admitted  at  the  sessions,  that    BiDwcuAif!^ 
im  oofliplaiot  was  authorised  by  the  body  of  the  overseers, 
■d  the  removing  magistrates  also  shew  by  the  terms  of 
their  order  that  they  treated  it  as  the  complaint  of  all. 

Am  to  the  other  point,  I  have  already  expressed  my  opi* 
MB,  that  aa  there  is  a  statement  in  the  examination  that 
lief  was  given,  and  the  ground  of  appeal  does  not  deny 
Ae  bet,  but  says  no  settlement  was  gained,  this  is  tanta- 
anat  to  a  confession  of  the  fact  of  relief,  and  to  an  avoid- 
aceof  it,  oo  the  ground  that  the  relief  was  given  in  error. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  One  overseer 
hd  the  authority  of  all. 

I  think  the  sessions  were  right  also  on  the  other  point 
The  esamination  states  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service, 
ad  by  relief  given,  which  is  only  evidence  of  a  settlement. 
On  the  trial  the  respondents  abandon  the  settlement  by 
liriiig  and  service,  and  rely  upon  the  evidence  of  settlement 
generally.  Surely  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  resist 
that  like  any  other  evidence. 

WioHTMAN  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


The  QuBEN  V.  The  InhabiUnts  of  Hioh  BiCKiNGTON(a). 

On  an  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Ann  It  is  not  suffi- 
Forcf,  and  her  four  children,  from  Atherington  to  High  ^^  ground  the 

Bickmgton,  both   in  the  county  of  Devon,    the  sessions  removal  of  a 
...  ,  ,  .  pauper,  if  the 

foasbed  the  order,  subject  to  a  case.  pauper,  or 

other  witness- 
(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (April  21).  es,  state  in  the 

examinations 
tktt  the  paoper  is  ^'chargeable''  to  the  removing  parish;  chaigeability  being  a  conclu- 
Bon  of  law,  to  be  inferred  bjf  the  justices  from  evidence  of  the  pauper  s  having  received 
idkffinoiBthspaiisk 
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1843.  The  evidence  before   the  removing  magistrates  of  the 

r^  cliargeability  of  the  paupers  to  Atherington  was  as  fol- 

V.  lows: — 

^"*"  H*i^^  ""^  ^^^  P^^P®*"  ®«^^'  ''  I  «"^  ^y  «»*^  children  are  inhabit- 
BicKinGTON.  ants  of  the  said  parish  of  Atherington,  and  are  chargeable 
to  the  said  parish  of  Atherington/' 

John  Pinson  said,  ''  I  am  one  of  the  relieving  officers  ot 
the  Barnstaple  union,  and  administer  the  relief  ordered  for 
the  paupers  of  the  said  parish  of  Atherington.  The  said 
Ann  Ford  and  her  said  four  children  (naming  them)  are 
now  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Atherington." 

Grounds  of  appeal,  1.  That  the  said  order,  the  ezami* 
nation  on  which  it  was  made,  and  the  notice  of  charge- 
ability  sent  to  us  thereupon,  are  respectively  bad  on  the 
faces  thereof. 

2.  That  the  said  examination  contains  no  legal  evidence 
that  the  said  Ann  Ford  and  her  said  four  children,  or  any  of 
them,  were  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Atherington  at 
the  time  of  the  application  for  making  the  said  order  of 
removal. 

The  Court  confirmed  the  order^  subject  to  a  case  upon 
this  and  another  point. 

Rowe  and  Bevan  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
The  word  '^  chargeable"  merely  expresses  a  fact,  and  one 
to  which  the  pauper,  and  still  more  the  relieving  officer, 
was  perfectly  competent  to  speak.  In  one  sense  of  the 
word,  it  no  doubt  implies  a  conclusion  of  law;  a  person 
who  is  settled  in  a  parish  is  legally  chargeable  to  it;  that 
is,  legally  entitled  to  relief;  but  in  the  present  instance  it 
merely  expresses  the  fact  of  receiving  relief  from  the  re* 
moving  parish,  which  is  a  necessary  preliminary  to  removal 
from  it.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  used  in  35  Geo.  3,  c. 
101,  s.  2,  which  enacts,  that  no  poor  person  shall  be  re- 
moved ''  until  such  person  shall  have  become  actually 
chargeable  to  the  parish,  township  or  place  in  which  such 
person  shall  then  inhabit." 

Greenwood  and  Merivale,  contrsl,  were  Hot  called  upon. 
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Lord  Denman  C.J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  remov-         1843. 
iag  magistrates  have  received  as  evidence  an  assertion  of 
tkit  which  is  properly  a  conclusion  of  law  from  evidence. 
If  the  witnesses  had  stated  the  fact  of  relief  having  been  Inhabiianu  of 
admimstered  to  the  pauper  by  the  removing  parish,  the   BicKmcToir. 
JBitices  would  then  have  been  in  a  position  to  draw  the 
irference  that  the  pauper  was  chargeable  to  it.     As  it  is, 
Ae  witnesses  have  stated  the  inference  instead  of  the  facts 
vkich  led  to  it. 

PiTTEsoNi  Williams  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 

Tlie  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Lidford  (a). 

On  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  James  Leaman  from  Same  poiot. 
tk  parish  of  Widdecombe  in  the  Moor  to  the  parish  of  Lidford,  the  court  Where,  io  addi- 
if  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Devon  conBtmed  the  order,  subject  mbationTwere 
to  a  case,  which  set  out  the  examinations.    The  pauper  James  Leaman  headed  aa  cod- 

flddy  in  his  examination,  "  I  am  chargeable"  to  the  parish  of  Widde-  ceroiog  ^0 

.     .    ^.     w  lettlemeotot  J. 

combe  in  the  Moor.  B.  •«  chargeable 

The  relieTing  officer  for  the  union  in  which  Widdecombe  in  the  Moor  to^tberemoriog 
iiatoate  said,  in  his  examination,  "James  Jjeaman  is  chargeable  to  the  pariah:  //tW, 
pariah  of  Widdecombe  in  the  Moor."      All   the  examinations  were  etidenceof 
beaded,  "  The  examination  of,  &c.  touching  the  settlement  of  James  chargeability. 
ffiiwiiii,  resident  in  and  chargeable  to"  the  same  parish.    The  same 
objectioa  was  raised  on  the  ground  of  appeal  as  in  Reg,  v.  The  Inhahit- 
mU  of  High  Bkkinglon^b),  and  the  same  question  was  raised,  among 
odiersy  by  the  case  for  the  decision  of  the  Queen's  Bench. 

MeriwaUf  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions,  contended,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Rex  ▼.  Inhabitants  of  Rotherham(jc),  that  the  heading  of  the 
ions  might  be  considered  as  supporting  the  statement  that  the 
chaigeable. 


Creaupood  and  Rowe^  contr^  were  not  called  upon. 

PerCuaiAM(d).— 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 

(c)  Decided  io  Trinity  Term,  1844,  &  D.  623. 

(Jane  1st).  W  Lord  Dtnnuin  C.J.  Patteton, 

(b)  AnU,  103.  WiUiamM  and  Coleridge  Js. 
(e)  2 Q. B-  667,  (n.) ,8.0.2  G. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Surrey  (a). 

Where  the  sig-  ChJRNOCK,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  bad  obtained 
overseer  to  the  ^  ^^'®  ^^^  ^  mandamus   to  the  justices  of  the  county  of 

grounds  of       Surrey,  commandine  them  to  enter  continuances  and  hear 
appeal  against  .  .  i 

an  order  of       the  appeal  of  the  parish  of  Allhallows  the  Great,  in  the 

'*rted"to''h%  ^'^^  ^^  London,  against  an  order  of  justices  for  the  remofil 

been  made  by  of  one  Susannah  Legge,  widow,  and  her  five  children,  fron   , 

Sid'nit^aJ.''  the  parish  of  Wimbledon  to  the  said  parish  of  Allhallowf  * 

pear  that  the  the  Great, 
been  autho-  It  appeared  that  notice  of  appeal  had  been  duly  served 

nsedtosign,     qq  |)|q  respondent  parish,  and  the  appeal  entered  at  the 
the  signature     _  .  ^        ,  o  ,  •     .  *      ' 

was  held  in-      Easter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  respited  bj 

^  A  member  ^^^^^  ^^  the  Court  till  the  Midsummer  sessions  then  next, 

of  the  board  at  which  time  it  came  on  to  be  heard.     The  statement  of 

a  imioo  ooih  ^^^  grounds  of  appeal  was  signed  in  the  following  manner: 
stitnted  by  the  r  Churchwardens  and 

^1n£7e  Wm.Ryde.mmasGooch;  I    Overseers  of  the 

^Shewt^s  forW.Hammond,  fF.P.flflmmowrf,]  Pa"«»>ofAHhallowa    ; 
not  a  guardian  V  the  Great* 

of  the  parish,  John  Elsden,  Guardian, 

within  th« 
meaning  of  the      There  were  two  churchwardens  and  two  overseers  of  the 

andnotcapa-  pans^,  which  forms  part  of  the  city  of  London  UnioOt 

ble  of  signing    being  one  of  the  unions  formed  by  order  of  the  Poor  Law 
thesutement    ^  .     .  ,  .    „     ^  »»r.,i    .         ■/>  • 

of  grounds  of  Commissioners,  under  statute  4  &  5  fVuL  4,  c.  76,  and 

appeal.  John  Elsden,  whose  signature  was  affixed  to  the  statement 

of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  was  the  member  of  the  board  of 
guardians  of  the  said  union  elected  for  the  parish  of  All- 
hallows  the  Great.  It  was  objected  at  the  sessions  that 
the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  was  not  given  under 
the  hands  of  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  appellant 
parish,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  81st  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  and 
the  sessions  being  of  that  opinion  dismissed  the  appeal. 

(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (April  S2). 


Th«  Qi'Ecv 
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WaUmger  and  Comer  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule.         1843. 
Where  the  parish  is  under  the  management  of  overseers,  a 
■ajority  of  the  parish  oflBcers  must  sign  the  statement  of  «. 

ikc  grounds  of  appeal ;  but,  where  parochial  aflFairs  are  '^s*^^y^^ 
■gilated  bj  guardians,  the  statement  of  grounds  may  be 
■gaed  bj  the  guardians  of  the  parish,  or  any  three  or  more 
if  them.  In  the  present  case,  two  only  of  the  parish  offi- 
cos  have  signed,  namely,  Ryde  and  Gooch.  There  is  no 
WoDeot  that  W.  P.  Hammmd  had  authority  to  sign  for 
fk  Hammond;  nor  had  the  latter  any  power  to  delegate 
Hi  authority :  Reg.  v.  Justices  of  Worcester  (a).  The 
sriiee  of  appeal  there  was  signed  by  the  attcrney  of  the 
fpeOant  parish,  as  attorney  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  church- 
miens  and  overseers,  and  it  was  proved  that  it  was  read 
Sicr  to  the  overseers,  and  that  they  authorised  him  to  sign 
it  as  their  attorney ;  the  Court  held  the  statute  had  not 
been  complied  with.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  notice 
of  appeal  has  not  been  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  church- 
vardens  and  overseers,  and  is  therefore  bad  :  Reg.  v.  Jus- 
tieei  of  Warwickshire  {b).  With  respect  to  the  signature  of 
die  guardians,  Elsdai  was  in  fact  not  guardian  of  the  parish, 
but  a  member  of  the  board  of  guardians  of  the  union,  under 
dbe  S8th  section  of  the  act,  and  therefore  incapable  under 
that  section  of  acting,  except  as  a  member  of  and  at  a  meet- 
iag  of  the  board,  and  even  in  that  case  the  section  requires 
the  presence  and  concurrence  of  at  least  three  members. 
The  words  **  guardians  of  the  parish,**  in  the  81st  section, 
apply  to  parishes  under  the  provisions  of  Gilbert's  Act, 
Hat.  22  Geo.  3,  c.  28.  But  the  parish  of  Allhallows  the 
Great  is  a  member  of  the  city  of  London  Union,  and  Els- 
dot  the  guardian  elected  under  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act ;  he  does  not  describe  himself  by  signature  as  guardian 
of  the  parish,  but  simply  a  guardian,  which  means  here 
member  of  the  board  of  guardians  of  an  union,  constituted 

(a)  1  Will.  Wdl.  &  Hodg.  159. 

(h)  6  Ad.  &  £1L  871;  S.  C.  3  N,  fc  P.  153. 
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by  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  under  the  38th  section 
of  the  4  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76.  He  is  therefore  incapable  of 
acting,  except  as  a  member  of  the  board. 

Charnock  and  Amould  contrd.  This  point  has  ncTer 
been  before  the  Court  before.  But  a  comparison  of  the 
provisions  of  Gilbert's  Act  with  those  of  the  6  &  6  WilL  4, 
c.  76,  shews  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  in- 
vest the  guardians  with  all  the  powers  possessed  by  the 
overseers.  The  preamble  of  Gilbert's  Act  recites  the  incft- 
pacity,  negligence  and  misconduct  of  overseers,  and  the 
7th  section  invests  the  guardians  with  all  the  powers  and 
authorities  given  to  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  enacts  that 
the  guardian  of  the  parish  '^  shall  to  all  intents  and  par* 
poses,  except  with  regard  to  the  making  and  collecting 
rates,  be  an  overseer  of  the  poor  for  the  parish  or  township 
for  which  he  shall  be  appointed  guardian."  The  same 
causes,  namely,  the  incapacity,  negligence  and  misconduct 
of  the  overseers,  occasioned  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act.  If  then  the  legislature  in  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76» 
had  intended  to  limit  the  powers  of  guardians,  it  would 
have  done  so  in  express  terms.  The  provisions  of  the  38th 
section  apply  to  acts  which  affect  the  whole  union,  but  a 
guardian,  who  is  a  member  of  the  board,  may  still  act  as 
a  parish  officer  with  respect  to  his  particular  parish,  and  he 
is  styled,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  38th  section,  guardian  of 
the  parish.  The  words  guardian  of  the  parish,  therefore,  in 
the  8  J  St  section,  may  mean  a  guardian  of  a  union  under  the 
4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  as  well  as  a  guardian  of  a  parish  under 
Gilbert's  Act.  [Patteion  J.  The  words  **  guardians  of  the 
parish,"  in  the  81st  section,  are  satisfied  by  the  provisione 
of  the  39th  section.] 

But  the  statement  of  grounds  is  in  fact  signed  by  a  ma^ 
jority  of  the  parish  officers.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act 
which  requires  the  parties  signing  to  describe  themselves 
as  parish  officers,  and  the  Court  will  not  assume  that  the 
party  signing  was  not  a  parish  officer ;  neither  does  the  case 
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of  Rig.  ▼.  Justices  of  IVorcesier  (a)  apply,  for  that  was 
t  delegatioQ  by  the  parish  authorities  to  their  attorney  of 
a  doty  which  the  act  requires  to  be  done  by  themselves ; 
bat  here,  two  of  the  parish  officers  sign  with  their  own 
kad,  and  the  third,  for  any  thing  that  appears,  may  have 
ken  present,  and  consenting  to  the  act»  but  incapable  of 
his  signature. 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  justices  have  done  right.  If 
1st  set  requires  the  notice  and  statement  of  the  grounds  of 
s/ftsl  to  be  under  the  hands  of  the  overseers,  then  the 
ought  to  see  that  it  is  so.  A  person  signing  for 
er  does  not  shew  that  he  has  the  authority  of  the  other, 
«dnt  the  other  was  present  at  the  deliberation,  and  gave  his 
auent  to  the  act  done.  The  signature  of  the  guardian  does 
iot  affect  the  case,  for  he  is  not  a  parish  officer,  but  a 
■ember  of  the  board  of  guardians  of  the  union,  constituted 
Bder  the  3dth  section  of  the  act. 


Patteson  J. — ^The  81st  section  says  specifically  that 
the  statenaent  in  writing  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  shall  be 
Boder  the  hands  of  the  overseers,  not  of  the  parish  officers, 
of  the  parish  appealing  against  the  order.  But  the  guar- 
dian is  not  a  parish  officer.  I  cannot  find  any  clause  which 
makes  a  guardian  under  the  38th  section  of  the  new  act  a 
guardian  of  the  parish.  He  is  a  member  of  the  board  of 
guardians  of  the  poor  for  the  union.  The  words  in  the 
8l8t  section,  directing  the  notice  of  appeal  to  be  given  by 
the  guardians  of  the  parish  appealing  against  such  order,  or 
aoy  three  or  more  of  them,  applies  to  the  case  where  the 
mion  consists  of  a  single  parish,  under  the  3gth  section. 


WiGHTMAN  J. — In  the  case  of  a  party  signing  for  an- 
other, it  ought  to  appear  expressly  that  he  had  the  authority 
of  that  other,  which  is  wanting  here.  But  it  is  argued  that 
the  addition  of  the  guardian  makes  up  the  deficiency  and 

{a)  1  Will.  Well,  k  Hodg.  152. 
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constitutes  a  majority  of  parish  officers  signing  the  statemettt  i 
of  the  grounds  of  appeal.  But,  assuming  the  guardian  to  :l 
be  a  parish  officer,  the  SSth  section  of  the  act  contain!  a  ■ 
proviso  expressly  excluding  his  power  to  act  in  virtue  of  u 
his  office  except  as  a  member,  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  g 
board.  The  justices  therefore  were  quite  right  in  holding  ig 
that  the  notice  aud  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appari 
were  not  signed  in  compliance  with  the  statute.  :( 


Rule  discharged. 


Relief  admi- 
nistered by  a 
parish  to  a 
pauper  in  the 
nouse  of  a 
contractor  for 
the  mainte- 
nance of  pau- 
pers locally 
situated  out 
of  the  parish 
is  no  evidence 
of  an  acknow- 
ledgment of 
settlement. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Giles  in  thb 
Fields,  Middlesex  (a). 

UPON  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the 
removal  of  W,  Conqueror,  his  wife  and  two  children,  from 
the  parish  of  Ashton  under  Lyne  to  the  parish  of  St.  Gilet 
in  the  Fields,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to 
a  case  stated  by  the  chairman,  which  was  in  substance  as 
follows : — 

In  the  year  1823,  W,  Conqueror,  being  a  pauper  in  th^ 
parish  of  St.  Giles,  was  sent  at  the  expense  of  that  parish 
to  Cresbrook  in  Derbyshire,  where  he  remained  till  Julj 
1829;  when,  being  out  of  work,  and  in  a  state  of  des- 
titution, he  went  direct  from  Cresbrook  to  the  said  parish  of 
St.  Giles  to  obtain  relief.  He  was  then,  and  on  several 
other  occasions  whilst  living  in  St.  Giles's  parish,  relieved 
by  that  parish,  and  in  the  ensuing  winter,  being  agaiD 
chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  St.  Giles,  he  was  taken 
into  the  workhouse  of  that  parish,  which  is  situate  within 
the  limits  thereof,  and  remained  there  some  months,  and 
until  he  was  sent  from  thence,  with  other  paupers,  to 
Islington,  out  of  the  limits  of  the  parish  of  St.  Giles  in  die 
Fields,  to  the  establishment  of  one  Perry,  a  contractor  for 
maintenance  of  paupers  on  behalf  of  that  and  other  parishes, 

(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (April  84). 
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what  be  was  maintained  for  fome  time  at  the  expense  of        1843. 
the  taid  parisfa  of  St.  Gilet  in  the  Fields ;  and  shortly  after    j^^  Queen 
ktfiDg  that  ettabliahment,  the  pauper,  being  again  charge-  v» 

shky  was  admitted  by  order  of  the  parish  officers  of  St.    g^.  Giles  im 
Gies  into  the  Surrey  Asylum,  which  is  a  similar  establish-   '^^  Fields. 
■Bit^  and  locallj  situate  oat  of  the  limits  of  the  parish  of 
StGilea. 

Upon  theae  facts  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the 

iffellants  that  Perfy*$  estalllishment  at  Islington  and  the 

S»ey  Asylum,  though  each   locally  situate  in   another 

fokf  were  to  be  considered  quoad  all  matters  relating  to 

iriettlement  of  the  pauper  as  integral  parts  of  the  parish 

if  which  the  maintenance  was  defrayed,  and  that  there 

mi  no  evidence  of  any  such  relief  given  to  the  pauper 

vyist  residing  in  another  parish,  as  constituted  an  admis- 

■DBof  his  being  settled  in  the  appellant  parish.     But  the 

Cbort  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  of  opinion  that  on  the  whole 

tfccre  was  such  evidence  upon  the  facts  as  above  stated. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether 
tkeie  was  evidence  of  such  relief  as  amounted  to  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  settlement  by  relief.  If  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  there  was,  then  the  order  to  be  confirmed ; 
if  otherwise,  then  the  order  to  be  quashed. 

Townsend,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
principle  upon  which  it  has  been  held,  that  instances  of 
relief  administered  by  a  parish  to  a  pauper  within  the  parish 
ve  not  to  be  taken  against  the  parish  as  admissions  of  tiie 
ptupei^s  settlement,  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
Rex  V.  Chatham  {a),  viz. :  that  ''  if  the  parish  officers,  by 
pving  relief  to  a  pauper,  were  to  be  making  evidence 
tgsinst  themselves  as  to  his  settlement  in  their  parish,  it 
would  make  them  perform  their  duty  to  casual  poor  with 
great  reluctance."  But  the  relief  in  the  present  instance  is 
either  relief  out  of  the  ^parish,  in  which  case  according  to 
the  well  known  rule  it  is  evidence  against  it :  or,  if  the  con- 
tractor's house  at  Islington  and  the  asylum  in  Surrey  are  to 
(«)8Essty498. 
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1843.        be  placed  for  this  purpose  on  the  same  footing  as  if  die] 
J^^^y^^      were  locally  within  St.  Giles's,  then  it  is  at  all  events  relid 
i;.  administered  in  such  a  manner,  and  for  such  a  period,  ai 

Inhabitants  of  jq  exclude  altogether  the  supposition  of  the  pauper's  beiii| 
THE  Fields,  treated  merely  as  casual  poor:  the  principle,  therefore,  oj 
Rex  V.  Chatham{a)  does  not  apply.  It  seems  unreasonabk 
that  a  few  instances  of  relief  out  of  the  parish  should  be  con- 
sidered as  an  acknowledgment  by  it,  while  the  most  conti- 
nuous and  systematic  relief  administered  within  the  pariali 
is  not.  When  the  relief  is  extended  over  months,  and  admi- 
nistered in  more  than  one  place  out  of  the  parish  itself,  tbe 
fair  inference  is  that  the  pauper  either  has  no  settlement  or 
is  settled  there.  [Lord  De/iman  C.J.  In  what  manner  does 
it  differ  from  relief  equally  continuous  afforded  in  a  woilt< 
house  situated  in  the  parish  ?]  At  all  events,  this  was  n 
inference  which  the  sessions  were  fully  entitled  to  draw:  aodj 
that  court  having  drawn  it,  their  decision  will  not  be  di^ 
turbed:  Rex  v.  Edwinstowe  {b) ;  Rex  v.  Trowbridge  (j^ 
In  Gilbert's  Act,  22  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  s.  39,  a  provision  is  ii^ 
troduced  expressly  with  the  view  of  preventing  childraa 
born  in  workhouses  from  gaining  a  settlement  in  the  parial 
in  which  the  workhouse  is  situate  :  which  would  have  beM 
unnecessary  if,  for  purposes  of  settlement,  the  workhouse 
was  part  of  the  respective  parishes  which  contribute  to  iL 

M.  Chambers,  contra,  was  not  heard. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — In  my  opinion  the  sessions  have 
submitted  this  case  to  us  in  very  proper  terms.  They  have 
asked,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  there  was 
evidence  of  relief  amounting  to  an  acknowledgment.  I  think 
there  was  not.  Rex  v.  Chatham  {a),  Rex  v.  Coleston^d)^ 
establish  the  general  principle  that  relief  in  the  parish  is 
no  such  acknowledgment :  nor  even  primsL  facie  evidence 
of  it.  And  the  reason  given  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  the 
former  of  these  cases  is  one  of  great  weight.     It  seems 

(fl)  8  East,  498.  (c)  7  B.  &  C.  252 ;  5.  C  1  M.  &  R.  7. 

(b)  8  B.  &  C.  671.  (d)  1  B.  &  Ad.  25. 
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h^ij  Decessaiy  that  parish  officers  should  have  no  motive  1843. 

Id  withhold  assistance  from  casual  poor  through  fear  of  "^"^^ 

■sking  evidence  against  themselves.      Here  the  pauper  is  v. 

It  first  relieved  within  the  parish,  and  then  carried  to  a  ^sj!*G,^^i*iM^ 

poor  house  out  of  the  parish.     Under  such  circumstances  the  Fields. 
Ae  localitj  of  the  poor  house  is  quite  immaterial.     It  is 
lirtaallj  in  the  parish. 

Patteson  J.  being  a  rated  inhabitant  of  St.  Giles's  took 
»put  in  the  judgment. 

ffiLLiAMS  J.  We  are  not  interfering  vi'ith  any  inference 
Anra  bj  the  sessions  from  evidence.  They  send  a  case  to 
■  cipressly  to  ask  whether  there  was  any  evidence  of  the 
CMtested  fact;  and  we  hold  that  there  was  none.  The 
ineral  rule  is  established  beyond  doubt,  that  relief  admi- 
listered  in  a  parish  is  no  evidence  of  settlement.  It  is  now 
contended,  in  substance,  that  if  sufficiently  great,  and  suffi- 
deotly  continuous^  it  may  amount  to  such  evidence.  That 
loold  raise  a  disputable  question  iu  any  case,  whether  the 
eiidence  is  sufficient  or  not  It  is  better  to  adhere  to  the 
geaeral  rule,  which  cannot  be  varied  by  the  mere  fact  that 
die  poorhouse  is  locally  out  of  the  parish. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


Tbe  QuEEK  V.  The  Justices  in  and  for  the  parts  of  Kes- 
TEVEN  iu  the  county  of  Lincoln  (a). 

G.T.  WHITE,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule 

to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  the  *  ^***  •®°^ 
•^  to  them 

(a)  Decided  io  Easier  Term,  1844,  (April  25th).  fr«m  ^^^  »«»" 

sions,  where 
ta  alteroative  of  the  question  proposed  involves  the  necessity  of  sending  the  case  back 
tobe  heard. 

The  sofficiencj  of  grounds  of  appeal  io  point  of  particularity  of  statement  is  a  question 
fcr  tbe  sessions,  and,  where  they  have  come  to  a  decision  upon  the  point,  this  Court  will 
aot  grant  a  mandamus  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  appeal. 


The  Court  will 
not  entertain 


▼OU  1. — D.  M. 
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1843.        justices  in  and  for  the  parts  of  Kesteven,  in  the  county  of 

^/^^;f^^       Lincoln,  commandins:  them  to  enter  continuances  upon  the 

The  Queen  '  ^  ^    .  r 

v.  appeal  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of^ 

Kbstkven.  ji^g  parish  of  Great  Ponton  in  the  said  parts,  against  an 
order  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  two  of  the  said  justices^ 
for  the  removal  of  one  Miriam,  the  wife  of  William  WtU 
bourn,  and  her  four  children,  from  the  township  of  Spittle- 
gate,  in  the  said  parts,  to  the  said  parish  of  Great  Ponton, 
and  to  hear  the  said  appeal. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  due  notice  of  app^al^. 
together  with  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  had 
been  served  on  the  respondents,  and  that  the  appeal  waa 
duly  entered  and  came  on  for  hearing  at  the  quarter  ses- 
sions on  the  l6th  October,  1843.  The  examination  dis- 
closed a  settlement  of  the  pauperis  husband  by  appren- 
ticeship to  one  John  Greene,  and  residence  in  the  parish  o£: 
Great  Ponton  for  more  than  forty  days  under  the  inden- 
tures. 

The  grounds  of  appeal,  after  denying  that  the  said  WiUiam 
Welboum  slept  the  las  t  nigh  t  of  his  apprenticeship  in  the  parish 
of  Great  Ponton,  proceeded  as  follows: — ''And  also  that  he 
the  said  William  Welboum,  after  his  service  with  his  master, 
the  said  John  Greene  for  part  of  the  said  term  of  the  said  ap- 
prenticeship, with  the  consent  of  his  the  said  William  Wel^ 
bourn's  said  master,  to  wit,  from  May  or  June,  1833,  to  the 
end  of  the  same  term,  served  one  Samuel  Nowell,  of  Gros- 
venor  Wharf,  Pimlico,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  builder, 
under  the  said  indentures  in  the  said  examination  naen- 
tioned,  in  the  parish  of  Harlaxton,  in  the  said  parts  of  Kes-> 
teven,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  and  inhabited  and  re- 
sided therein  more  than  forty  days  during  such  service/' 

It  was  objected  at  the  hearing  that  this  ground  was 
bad  for  want  of  particularity  in  not  specifying  the  particular 
house  in  Harlaxton  in  which  the  said  William  Welboum  re- 
sided, nor  giving  the  name  of  the  landlord.  The  justices 
were  of  this  opinion,  and  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to 
a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  whe- 


Tlie  Queen 

V. 
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tberthe  abore  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  was  in-        i84d. 

■Cdent  in  particularity;  if  the  said  Court  should  be  of 

An  opinion,  then  the  order  of  removal  to  stand  confirmed, 

Wt,  if  they  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  continuances  to     Kesteven. 

b  mttred,  and  the  justices  to  proceed  to  bear  the  appeal. 

Mtttor  now  shewed  cause.  The  appellants  are  not  en- 
ttkd  to  a  mandamus,  for  they  have  applied  to  the  ses- 
■OH  for  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  which  has 
kn  granted  them.  The  Court,  therefore,  will  not  inter- 
iaeby  mandamus,  as  the  parties  have  a  different  remedy, 
iU  it  is  their  duty  to  pursue.  Rex  v.  Justices  of  West 
hiMgia),  Rex  v.  Justices  of  Suffolk  (b).  If  the  appellants 
hi  intended  to  come  to  this  Court  for  a  mandamus,  they 
Mffat  to  have  refused  the  case;  but,  having  applied  for 
i;  they  are  bound  to  bring  it  up. 

Bot  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  have  in  fact  heard  the 
ippeai.  A  mandamus  will  only  be  granted  where  they 
bre  declined  to  exercise  their  jurisdiction;  where  they 
bfe  entertained  the  case,  this  Court  will  not  question  the 
propriety  of  their  decision.  There  are  two  classes  of  ob- 
jections to  exammations  and  grounds  of  appeal ;  the  first, 
that  they  are  not  sufficient  in  substance,  the  other,  that 
they  are  not  stated  with  sufficient  particularity  to  entitle 
the  party  alleging  them  to  be  heard.  The  latter  is  a  ques- 
tion peculiarly  for  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  with 
wUcb  the  Court  expressly  refuses  to  interfere:  Reg,  v. 
Ckarlbury  and  Walcott{c),  Reg.  v.  Kingsclere{d).  The 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  therefore,  are  to  decide  whe- 
ther the  grounds  of  appeal  are  or  are  not  sufficiently  parti- 
catar,  they  bave  done  so  in  the  present  instance,  and  this 
Court  will  not  interfere  with  their  jurisdiction  by  reviewing 
their  decision,  and  compelling  them  to  come  to  a  particular 

(«)  1  A,  &  E.  606;  S.  C.  3  N,  (e)  3  Q.  B.  378;  S,  C.  3  G.  & 

ft  M.  757.  D.  177. 

(^)6  Ad.&£U.  109;  S.  C.  IN.  (d)  3  Q.  B.  388;  S.  C.  3  G.  & 

*P.306.  D.  177. 
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^J®^      conclusion  on  the  point.    Reg.  v.  Justices  of  Carnarvon{a), 

TheQuBEN    '''*  ^^  Pratt  {b),  Ex  parte  Broseley{c)^  Reg,  v.  Recorder  of 
17.  Pontejractid),     The  mistake  arises  in  terming  the  present 

a  preliminary  objection,  and  treatnig  it  as  if  the  sessions 
had  declined  their  jurisdiction.  In  the  cases  of  Rex  v. 
Justices  of  Derby  shire  {e),  and  Reg,  \.  Justices  of  Carnarvon' 
shire(f),  which  will  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  this  appears 
to  have  been  assumed  by  the  Court;  but  the  latter  case 
was  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  . 
appeal,  namely,  the  acknowledgment  of  the  pauper,  was. 
peculiarly  wilhin  the  knowledge  of  the  respondents,  and: 
therefore  particularity  of  statement  by  the  appellants  waa.  ^ 
not  required. 

Whitehurst  contrd.     This  Court  will  not  entertain  the 

1 

case  where  one  alternative  of  the  question  presented  for; 
their  decision  involves  the  necessity  of  sending  the  appeal 
back  to  the  sessions  to  be  heard  :  Reg,  v.  Wistow{^.  In 
that  case  the  question  was  whether  the  grounds  of  appeal 
had  been  served  in  time,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  that* 
opinion  the  order  to  be  confirmed,  if  not,  the  appeal  to  be 
respited.  Under  these  circumstances,  if  a  mandamus  to 
compel  the  justices  to  hear  the  appeal  should  be  refused^ 
great  injustice  would  be  doi^e. 

But  the  appellants  are  in  fact  in  the  same  position  as  if 
nothing  had  been  said  about  a  case  at  the  sessions,  or  as  if 
they  had  refused  to  accept  the  case  in  the  shape  offered 
them,  Reg,  v.  Justices  of  West  Riding,  in  re  Township  of 
Charlton  (A),  and  therefore  clearly  entitled  to  have  their  ap* 
peal  heard,  if  the  grounds  of  appeal  have  not  been  stated 
with  sufficient  particularity.    This  question  has  continually 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  86.  (e)  6  Ad.  &  £11.  885;  S.  C.  1 

(Ji)  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  27;  5.  C.  2  N.  N.  &  P.  703. 

&  P-  iO«.  (/)  8  a  B.  325;  S.  C.  1  G.  & 

(c)  7  Ad.  &E1.  423;  S.  C.  2  N.  D.  423. 

&  P-  355.  (g)  1  G.  &  D.  681. 

(d)  2  Q.  B.  548;  S.  C.  2  G.  &  (A)  11  Uw  Jour.  (N.S.)  Mag. 
D.  701.                                                C.  84. 
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upon  the  suflScieDcy  of  notices  of  appeal,  and  the  1843. 
rale  is,  that  where  there  has  been  a  hearing  of  the  appeal 
this  Court  will  not  interfere,  but  where  the  appeal  has 
Bever  been  beard,  they  will  grant  a  mandamus,  if  the  ses- 
BOOS  have  come  to  a  wrong  conclusion  upon  a  preliminary 
objecdoo.  This  was  expressly  decided  in  the  case  of  Reg» 
f .  JMSlices  of  Carnarvonshire  (a).  The  sessions  there  had 
bedded  that  certain  grounds  of  appeal  were  defective  for 
viot  of  particularity,  this  Court  thought  that  one  of  the 
pounds  of  appeal  was  sufficient  in  that  respect,  although  a 
lyedfic  settlement  which  formed  one  of  them  was  imper- 
bAj  stated.  The  question  there  turned  wholly  upon  the 
sAdency  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  with  respect  to  parti- 
cularity of  statement,  and  the  Court  made  the  rule  abso- 
bte  for  a  mandamus,  on  the  ground  that  the  sessions  had 
tikeo  an  erroneous  view  on  a  preliminary  point,  and  re- 
fbsed  to  hear  the  case.  Reg.  \.  Justices  of  West  Riding  (b). 
{Eeighleif  v.  Wilsden)  is  to  the  same  effect.  Where  the 
appellants  give  such  grounds  of  appeal  as  are  contemplated 
by  the  act  of  parliament,  they  have  a  right  to  be  heard,  so 
ikat  the  question  turns  wholly  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal.  He  then  proceeded  to  argue  that  the 
grounds  of  appeal  were  stated  with  sufficient  particularity. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. —  We  cannot  vary  the  question 
before  the  Court  by  discussing  the  sufficiency  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal  in  point  of  particularity. 

It  must  now  be  taken  as  an  established  rule  that  this 
Court  will  not  decide  a  case  submitted  to  them,  merely  to 
ieod  it  down  again  to  the  sessions. 

The  other  question  involves  the  necessity  of  overruling 
some  of  our  previous  decisions,  because  I  think  that  the  de- 
rision in  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire  (a) 
is  wrong,  and  that  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Justices  of  West  Rid- 
i»g(6)  is  still  more  wrong.  The  Court  in  these  two  cases 
took  upon  themselves  to  say,  not  that  the  Court  of  Quarter 

(«)  2  Q.  B.  325 ;  5.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  423.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  331. 
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1843.        SessioDs  bad  done  wrong  in  refusing  to  hear,  but  that,  s 

baving  beard,  tbey  had  come  to  a  wrong  conclusion.     In  i 

^.           the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Jusiices  of  Camarvonshire{a)  the  set-  ] 

iLuTzyEVs     sions  in  appearance  decided  upon  a  preliminary  objection,  i 

but  if  they  decided  upon  matter  of  fact  we  were  bound  bf  e 

their  decision.     I  abide  by  the  opinion  of   my  brother  :i 

Coleridge  {Reg.  v.  Bridgwater  {b))  that  the  sessions  are  to  ^ 

decide  on  the  sufficiency  of  grounds  of  appeal  with  regard  ^ 

to  particularity,  it  depending  on  many  circumstances  of  >; 

which  the  Court  below  alone  can  properly  judge.  ^ 

This  is  no  new  doctrine,  but  has  been  before  insisted 

on  by  the  Court.     We  are  now  to  say  aye  or  no,  whether  ^ 
we  were  right  in  the  conclusion  to  which  we  came  in  the 

two  cases  before  mentioned.     I  think  we  were  wrong.  ^ 

Patteson  J. — If  the  sessions  really  entertain  so  much 
doubt  on  a  question  of  this  sort  as  to  grant  a  cascj  tbej 
should  go  on  to  hear  out  the  appeal;  and  for  the  future 
they  ought  not  to  grant  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
where  the  question  submitted  will  not  decide  the  appeal* 
I  do  not  think  that  Mr.  Whitehurst  was  entitled  to  say  that 
the  appellants  are  not  bound  to  bring  up  the  case. 
Because,  if  the  Court  grant  a  case  in  a  form  which  amounts 
to  no  case,  the  party  should  say  at  the  time  this  is  no  case 
at  all,  and  I  will  not  take  it  in  that  shape.  Then  he  would 
be  in  a  situation  to  come  to  us  and  ask  for  a  mandamus, 
but  that  has  not  been  done  here.  Most  probably  the  par^ 
ties  at  the  sessions  were  not  aware  of  the  decision,  and  did 
not  know  that  the  Court  would  refuse  to  entertain  the 
question  submitted  to  them  in  this  c^se.  As  to  the  other 
point,  when  the  question  is,  whether  sufficient  informatioo 
has  been  given  by  the  appellant  to  the  other  party  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  that  is  a  matter  which  the  sessions  must 
determine,  and  upon  which  they  have  come  to  a  decision. 

Wii;,HAMs  J. — Reg.  v.  Justices  of  Carnarvonshire{a)  rests 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  325 ;  5.  C.  1  G.  &  (b)  10  A.  &  Ell.  693 ;  S.  C.   1 

D.  423.  O.  &'  D.  265. 
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vpoQ  a  mismpplicaUon  of  the  word  preliminary  point.    But         J84d. 

ia  Ais  case  all  is  quite  clear;  the  appeal  has  been  heard    J^l^^ 

.   •  •      ,      T       •  .     .^        -J     •  1  ,  .      .      .  The  QuEBM 

aia  determined.     It  might  be  said  with  equal  justice  m  a  v. 

cue  where  part  of  the  witnesses  only  had  been  heard,  and  Kssteven. 
the  other  evideoce  rejected  by  the  Court,  that  the  case  had 
tot  been  heard  at  the  sessions.  But  that  is  not  so,  the 
Court  woold  not  in  such  a  case  have  declined  their  juris- 
diction, but  have  exercised  it,  whether  their  determination 
US  right  or  wrong.  So  this  case  has  been  heard  and  de- 
dfed  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

FiGHTMAN  J. — The  first  case  proceeded  upon  an  erro- 
Koas  view  of  what  was  to  be  considered  a  preliminary  ob- 
jection. If  the  objection  there  taken  had  been  strictly  of 
a  prelimioary  nature,  the  decision  would  have  been  well- 
feonded.  But  that  was  not  so;  particularity  of  statement 
ii  the  grounds  of  appeal  is  matter  of  fact  for  the  decision 
of  the  sessions,  and,  where  the  Court  has  decided  upon 
■atter  of  fact,  and  not  on  a  mere  question  of  practice,  this 
Coart  is  not  in  the  habit  of  interfering  with  the  decision  at 
which  they  have  arrived. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitauts  of  Leeds  (a). 

On  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  one  Red-  An  examina- 
mayne,  &c.  from  the  township  of  Preston  to  the  township  g^te^j^^at Ee 

of  Leeds,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  "took  a  house 
^     ,  .     ^  for  a  year  at  a 

opmion  of  this  Court  upon  a  case.  rent  of  ig^ 

The  examination  of  the  pauper  stated,  "  In  the  month  and  paid  rent 
t  i.      1  '     T7'  t  for  the  whole 

of  May,  1820,  I  became  the  tenant  of  a  house  m  Kirkgate,  time  of  the 

in  Leeds,  &c.  &c.  (describing  the  landlord  and  the  situation  ^®"^°^not  to 

of  the  house).     I  took  the  house  for  a  year,  as  I  believe,  shew  payment 

It  19/.,  but  I  am  not  certain  whether  it  was  a  pound  more  °  '^^" 

(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (May  1). 
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1843.        or  less.     I  entered  into  and  resided  in  the  house  in  the  said    r 

-/"^^^f^^      month  of  May,  and  continued  to  reside  upon  it  with  iny 
The  Queen  •'^  ,         t  ,   r    • 

V.  family  until  the  month  of  October,  18^1,  when  I  left  it. 

^"^'wr  ""^  ^P^**^  rent  for  the  whole  time  of  my  tenancy.'' 

One  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  stated,  ''  that  the  examU 
nations  are  insufficient,  &c.  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  state 
the  house  therein  mentioned  to  have  been  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling  house,  bon&  fide  hired  at  and  for  the  sum  • 
of  10/.  a  year  at  the  least;  and  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  :, 
state  that  such  house  was  held  and  the  rent  for  the  sam^ 
actually  paid  for  the  time  of  one  whole  year  at  the  least  bf  •', 
the  said  Redmayne,  who  is  alleged  to  have  been  the  persoiiV^ 
hiring  the  same."  , 

The  sessions  at  the  trial  overruled  the  objection  con- ^^^ 
tained  in  the  above  ground  of  appeal,  and  confirmed  the.  ' 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  ' 

Cowling  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  pritt-/  ' 
cipal  objection  seems  to  be  that  the  examination  does  not  * 
shew  that  "  the  rent  was  actually  paid  for  the  term  of  ons^ 
whole  year  at  the  least  by  the  person  hiring/'  as  required^ 
by  Stat  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50.  But  a  witness  is  not  required  to 
give  his  evidence  in  legal  language.  If  this  examination  is 
construed  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  language,  according  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Reg.  v.  Pilkington  (a),  the  payment 
of  rent  for  ihe  year  sufficiently  appears.  The  words  "  rent 
for  the  whole  time  of  my  tenancy"  necessarily  imply  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  for  a  year. 

Hall  contrA,  referred  to  jR^g.  v.  Pontefract  (6). 

Whigham  and  Pashley^  on  the  same  side,  were  not 
heard. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — We  cannot  find  a  settlement  on 
the  face  of  this  examination.     It  is  unfortunate  that  the 

(a)  3  G.  &  D.  319.  (b)  2  Q.  B.  548;  5.C.  2  G.  &  D.  701. 
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of  a  little  word  ^  the"  should  make  all  the  dif- 
fcrence. 


V. 


Pattsson,  Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  coucurred.    Inbabitanti  of 

L£BDS. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


The  QuEKN  V.  The  Justices  of  Merionethshire  (a). 

A  RULi£  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Where  an 
JHfeces  of  Merionethshire  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  mofal  had 
mi  determine  an  appeal    against  an   order  of   removal  ^V^ff/^i 
ktween   the   parishes  of  Denio^  appellants,  and  Llangar,  that  the 

lespODdents.  quarter  ses- 

■^       ^  sions  were 

Id  this   <:ase,  as  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  an  order  nevertheleat 

had  been  made  by  two  justices  of  Merionethshire  for  the  an"app€»rio^ 

lemoval  of  certain  paupers  from  Llangar  to  Denio.    Notice  ^  entered 

4.,..  ,  miTi^^i-     against  it,  for 

wA  grounds  of  objection  v^ere  served  on  March  19th  m  the  purpose  of 

1&  vear  by  the  parish  of  Denio.      On  receiving  these  ge">ng»*>« 

,  ,  proper  amount 

grounds  of  appeal,  which  pointed  out  defects  on  the  face  of  costs  allow- 

rf  the  examination,  the  parish  of  Llangar  applied  to  the  re-  ^^  resiwnd- 

1    sonog  justices^  and  obtained  a  supersedeas  of  the  order,  ents  had  ten- 

This  supersedeas  was  served  on  Denio  on  March  29th,  but  peiUnis,*  *^ 

iccompanied  with  no  offer  for  the  payment  of  costs.     On  l^^re  ses- 
.--._-„.  ,  .  1      /.  T  1  1      •       ■        1  ^^ons  a  sum 

ue  9th  April  followmg,  the  parish  of  Lilangar  obtained  and  larger  than 

•ent  a  fresh  order,  and   copies  of  examinations,  to  the  '***'  which,  by 

,  a  standmg 

parish  of  Denio,  and  at  the  same  time  tendered  2/.  2s.  order  of  the 

b  payment  of  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  first  order.  Quarter  Ses- 

The  parish  of  Denio  refused  the  tender,  costs  to  a  much  sjons  in  ques- 

hrger  amount  having  been  incurred,  and  went  to  the  ses-  lowed  on  the 

uons,  which  were  held  on  April  12th,  and  applied  to  enter  trial  of  appeals 
1  1^1/.  •  It  -1      ^  against  orders 

the  appeal.     Un  these  facts  appearing,  and  the  parish  of  of  remo?al. 

liangar  repeating  their  offer  of  paying  2/.  2s.  costs,  the  ses-  .u^c'^^t  ^f^' 

lions  refused  to  entertain  the  appeal.  Quarter 

Sessions  ought 
(a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1844,  (June  6th).  to  exercise  a 

discretion 
Bpon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case  as  to  the  amount  of  costs  which  it 
awards  to  parties  to  appeals  against  orders  of  removal. 


SHIRE. 
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1843.  It  was  Btdted  in  the  affidavits  on  thb  part  of  the  reapoald-: 

^^j^l*^^"^^      ent  parish,  that  "  there  is  and  has  been  for  a  great  midif 

V.  years  last  past  a  standing  rule  or  order  on  the  books  ct 

MTftff^^"   ^^^  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  ct 

Merioneth,  whereby  it  is  ordered  that  the  sum  of  SOs.  onlj 

as  and  for  costs  and  expenses  shall  be  allowed  on  appeals 

against  orders  of  removal  tried  in  the  said  Court,  to  either 

party." 

Jervis  now  shewed  cause  on  behalf  of  the  respondent 
parish  Llangar,  and  contended  that  although,  as  a  genenl 
rule,  an  appellant  parish  has  the  power  to  enter  an  appell 
against  an  abandoned  order  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
costs,  yet  in  this  instance  theCourt  of  Quarter  Sessions  wet 
justified  in  not  allowing  it  to  be  entered,  inasmuch  as  tM 
tender  already  made  by  the  respondents  exceeded  the 
amount  which  the  appellants  could  have  recovered,  by  tbe 
standing  order  of  the  Court,  if  they  had  gone  on  to  trial. 

W.  Yardley  shewed  cause  for  the  justices. 

Wehby  contrd.  This  standing  order  is  not  stated  wlA 
sufficient  precision.  It  should  have  been  not  mentioned 
by  way  of  recital,  but  extracted  from  the  order  book  of  tUe 
sessions,  in  order  that  this  Court  might  accurately  judge  of 
its  effect.  Even  if  such  a  rule  or  order  exists,  it  ma;;^  not 
apply,  for  anything  that  appears,  to  cases  where  the  appeal 
is  not  tried,  but  the  order  quashed  without  resistance.  Bnt, 
at  all  events,  such  a  rule  cannot  be  relied  on  against  the 
general  principle  established  in  the  cases  of  Reg.  v.  Tbioii- 
stall  and  Reg.  v.  Stay  ley  (^a),  that  although  an  order  of  reL 
moval  has  been  abandoned,  and  an  offer  made  to  pay  all 
reasonable  costs,  the  parish  to  which  it  is  directed  has  never- 
theless a  right  to  enter  an  appeal  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
the  proper  amount  of  costs  ascertained  by  the  sessions.  The 
justices  cannot  legally  refuse  altogether  to  exercise  their 
judgment  on  this  subject,  the  82nd  section  of  the  Poor  Law 

(fl)  3  Q.  B.  357 ;  5.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  676. 
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Act  oontetplates  that  they  will  allow  rcaBon- 


aUe  costs. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  the  standing  order  and   Merioiteth- 
inctice  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  are  sufficiently        taims. 
itated  in  these  affidavits*     But  the  question  before  us  is, 
vhedier  that  Court  has  acted  legally  in  refusing  to  allow 
is  appeal  to  be  entered.     I  thinL  it  has  not;  that  it  was 
hnad  to  allow  the  entry.     And  I  am  also  of  opinion  that 
it  quarter  sessions  ought  to  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  the 
wmat  of  costs.      It  is  quite  right  that  the  parties  to 
rial  au  order  is  directed  should  be  able  to  obtain  the 
aooable  costs  occasioned  them  by  it,  whatever  those  may 
k 

Pattkson  J.,  concurred. 

Coleridge  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  justices  were 
dearly  wrong  in  refusing  to  allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered. 
Sdll  I  think  we  should  not  be  warranted  in  allowing  the 
■aodamus  to  go,  if  we  thought  the  quarter  sessions  would 
KtoD  the  practice  imputed  to  that  court  in  these  affidavits. 
Bot  such  a  practice  appears  to  me  very  unreasonable. 

WiGHTMAN  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Shipston-on- 

Stour  {a). 

An  examina- 
On  an  appeal  aeainst  an  order  of  Win.  Dickens.  Esq.  and  ^»on  taken  for 

r  o        1    o  r  ^^^  removal  of 

a.  Tawnsendf  clerk^  for  the  removal  of  Sarah  Sutton,  from  a  pauper  must 

Atberstone-on-Stour   to    Shipston-on-Stour,    the   sessions  J|^cronhe  d(»- 

foashed  the  order,  subject  to  a  case.    This  case  was  drawn  cument,  that  it 

was  taken 
(a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1844,  (May  29).  before  two  jus- 

tices of  the  peace. 
Wbere,  dierefore,  soch  an  examination  was  stated  in  the  jurat  to  be  *Uaken  before 
«,  W.D.,  H.  r.,"  not  adding,  "justices  of  ihe  peace,"  &c.   Held  bad,  although  the  ex- 
iunination  of  another  witness  standing  first  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  was  headed, 
"*  taken  before  us  H^.  D,  and  H.  T.,  justices  of  the  peace/'  &c. 
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1843.        by  the  chairman  of  the  sessions^  and  embodied  several  ob-  -» 
/^y^"^      jections  to  the  examinations,  of  which  the  following  was  ff 
V,  that  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  above  proceeded*  .1 

siwioN^^N*'/      ^^^  ^^*^  examination  was  headed  as  follows :  i. 

Stouk.  "  The  examination  of  Sarah  SuUon  (the  pauper),  taken 

upon  oath  before  us,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  j* 
peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Worcester."    The  jurat  at  ::t 
the  end,  ''Taken  and  sworn  before  us,  31st  December»  :ti 
Wm.  Dickens,  H.  Townsend.''  ''  The  mark  of  Sarah  SuitamJ'  i^ 
Then  immediately  followed,  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper^  .^ 
'^  The  examination  of  Patience  Randall,  the  wife  of  21  .. 
Randall,  of  Shipton-upon-Stour,  in  the  county  of  Wor*  g 
cester,  taken  this  dlst  day  of  December,  1842;  who  upoa  ^, 
her  oath  saith,  8cc."     The  jurat  at  the  end,  "  Taken  and  .j 
sworn  this  dlst  day  of  December,  before  us,  Wm.  Dicken$,  -^ 
H.  Townsend."    The  ground  of  objection  was,  "  that  it  ., 
does  not  appear  in  and  by  the  said  examination,  or  any  part  * 
thereof,  that  the  examination  of  the  said  Patience  RandaO  ^ 
was  taken  before  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Worcester,  nor  that  she  was  examined 
before  two  justices  of  the  peace  touching  the  place  of  the 
legal  settlement  of  the  said  Sarah  Sutton,  or  before  the 
justices  who  signed  the  said  order  of  removal."     The  ses- 
sions quashed  the  order  on  this  and  other  objections  (the 
argument  on  which  is  omitted). 

Selfe  and  Beadon,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessionsj 
contended  that  the  examination  of  Patience  Randall  did 
not  shew  on  the  face  of  it  that  it  was  taken  before  parties 
having  jurisdiction.  An  order  of  justices  subject  to  this  ob- 
jection would  be  undoubtedly  bad;  and  the  same  strictness 
of  construction  must  be  applied  to  examinations. 

Whitmore  and  Huddleston  contr^.  The  whole  "  exami- 
nation" of  the  several  witnesses  may  be  taken  as  one  docu- 
ment ;  and  then  it  sufficiently  appears  that  Messrs.  Dickem$ 
and  Townsend  were  justices  for  the  county  of  Worcester. 
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Aad  even  if  this  were  otherwise  the  objection  is  not  a  good 

Me.    The    appellants  can  only  refer  to  the  copy  of  the    _ 

.       .  *^*^  .  J  .    .  *^'' ,         ,        The  QuEiir 

dimniations  sent  to  them;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  v. 

WMiiDg  or  jurat  should  appear  in  them.  S*hi*wtoh"  i^' 

Stoue. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J. — This  objection,  trifling  as  it  ap- 
f«  at  first  sight,  must  in  my  opinion  prevail.     It  neither 
spears  from   the  words  of  the  examination  itself,  nor  in 
■J  flanner  on  the  face  of  the  document,  that  it  was  taLen 
Wve  parties  having  jurisdiction  to  receive  it.     It  is  con- 
\akA  that  the  jurat  need  not  have  been  inserted  in  the 
c/fj  sent.     I  am  inclined  to  think  it  was  necessary  to  in- 
art  it     But,   at  all  events,  we  will  not  assume  that  the 
niioodeots  omitted  it     I  think  also  that  the  examination 
6[  Patience  Randall  is  unconnected  with  the  other.     We 
caoot  raise   an  inference  from  their  being  on  the  same 
pper.     That  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  must  appear 
irtioctlj,  and  not  by  inference. 

Patteson  J. — It  could  hardly  be  contended  that  Pa- 
Ance  Randall  could  be  indicted  for  perjury  on  this  exa- 
■ioation,  and,  if  not,  the  examination  is  bad.  It  might 
If  well  be  urged  that  if  there  were  two  separate  affidavits 
m  the  same  cause,  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper,  the  second 
omitting  the  designation  of  ''  commissioner,"  or  other  com- 
petent party  before  whom  it  was  sworn,  was  good  by 
fefereoce  to  the  first. 

WuxiAMS  J.  concurred. 

Coi^ERiDGE  J, — I  do  not  quite  agree  in  the  broad  pro- 
position, that  examinations  are  to  be  construed  as  strictly 
as  orders.  The  justices,  at  all  events,  may  determine  in 
many  cases  the  sufficiency  of  the  former,  that  of  orders 
is  decided  by  this  Court.  But  at  all  events,  with  respect 
to  the  necessity  of  so  much  appearing  as  is  required  to  give 
the  justices  jurisdiction,  there  is  no  distinction  between  the 
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two  classes  of  documents.     Now  if  the  examination  oC  ^ 
Patience  Randall  stood  alone>  there  could  be  no  doubt  o»  ' 
y.  this  point.     No  jurisdiction  appears  in  it.    Can  this  defacb  - 

Shipstov-on-  ^^  supplied  by  reference  to  another  document  f  It  mafi  * 
Stoub.  appear  hard  to  answer  in  the  negative.  But  if  this  wera  •< 
allowed,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  on  the  same  pujpmr,  ^ 
we  should  next  be  asked  to  come  to  the  same  concluflicNiF  %< 
by  reason  of  the  similarity  of  the  handwriting  of  the  sigoaiifi 
ture.  It  is,  in  short,  admitting  circumstances  in  the  oatofWJ 
of  parol  evidence  to  supply  defects  in  a  document  I  thiidmfiM 
also,  we  must  assume  that  the  copy  sent  to  the  appelh»lif> 
is  for  this  purpose  the  same  as  the  document  itself.  ^  < 

's 
Order  of  Sessions  confirmed^  r 

The  Queen  v.  The  Earl  of  Dartmouth  and  other8(a)»  ^ . 

Sir  F.  pollock  a.  G.  in  Michaelmas  Term  lut  j 

justices  to        obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Earl  of  Dartmouth  and  two 

allow  ac-         others,  justices  for  the  county  of  Stafford,  to  shew  csiiM^;. 

counts,  sub-  '  •'  ,     •'  ^ 

mittedtothem  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  commanding  tbem  la^' 

overaeers  on     ™*'^®  *D  order  for  the  payment,  by  the  late  overseers  of  thi* 

their  going  out  poor  of  the  parish  of  West  Bromwich  in  the  said  coaotjv' 

50  Geo!z  c.     ^^  ^^^  ^^™  ^^  \OSL  6s.  5d.,  to  the  present  overseers  of  tlM^ 

49,  s.  l,isnot  parish,  and   if  necessary  to  issue  a  warrant  under  theirs 

taken  away  by 

4  &  5  WiiL^,  hands  for  levying  the  said  sum  by  distress  and  sale  of  tbe* 

^'J\*'  ^^.'      goods  and  chattels  of  the  late  overseers, 
which  requires  ° 

the  overseen  The  rule  was  obtained  upon  affidavits  containing  the 
wcol'lm*'*'''  following  statements.  The  parish  of  West  Bromwich 
passed  quar-  forms  part  of  the  West  Bromwich  Union.  The  late  over- 
auditor  ap-  seers  of  the  parish  were  in  office  from  Lady  day  184£,  to 
Ki^r  Law  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^'  ^^^^  quarter  during  their  year  of  office. 
Commissioners.  (a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term,  1844,  (April  24). 

Therefore 
where  a  sum,  disallowed  by  the  auditor  at  his  quarterly  audit  of  such  accounts,  was 
afterwards  allowed  by  justices  in  passing  the  annual  account,  the  Court  refused  a  man- 
damus to  justices  requiring  them  to  order  the  overseers  to  pay  over  to  their  sacoessors 
the  sum  which  had  been  so  disallowed  by  the  auditor. 


lowed  Mrere  again  inserted  in  the  accounts  among  the 
Cf oent  items^  informed  the  justices  of  his  disallowance, 
potested  against  their  alloMraoce  by  the  justices.  The 
i|es  allowed  the  aiccounts  notwithstanding. 
h  the  24th  April  the  late  overseers  submitted  their 
mts  again  to  the  auditor,  who  again  disallowed  the 
e  mm  of  82/.  1 1s,  4d.,  and  other  items  also,  making 
!tlier  with  the  sum  formerly  disallowed  the  total  of 
1 6s.  od. 

)o  the  27tb  June  an  appeal  was  entered  at  the  quarter 
ijoos  against  the  allowance  of  the  justices,  but  was  not 
qd  owiQg  to  a  preliminary  objection  to  the  notice  of 

Ck  late  overseers  were  afterwards  summoned  by  their 
Gwors  to  appear  before  a  meeting,  of  magistrates  on  the 
I  August  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  over 
asm  of  lOSL  6s.  5d.  The  hearing  of  this  summons 
lidjoumed  to  the  dOth  September.  On  the  30th  Sep- 
iber  the  summona  was  attended  before  the  defendants 
iieferal  other  justices,  including  the  two  justices  who 
laDowed. the  accounts.  The  magistrates  after  hearing 
case  refused  to  make  any  order. 

Vtaidy  and  J.  Gray  shewed  cause  (a). 

iir  F.  Pollock.  A.  O.  and  Whitmore  contr^. 
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The  Queen 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Dartmouth. 
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section  of  the  4  8c  5  M^ilL  ^ ,  c.  76,  expressly  provides  tbM 
justices  shall  disallow  such  items. 

The  justices  however  considered  the  charges  not  to  b« 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  art,  nor  to  the  niltfag 
orders  and  regulations  of  the  Commissioners,  and  allowed 
them  as  we  have  already  observed.  i\gainst  this  allow- 
ance there  was  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions,  wbidi 
seems  to  be  given  by  the  Sd  section  of  50  Geo.  3,  c.  49j 
and  17  Geo.  2,  c.  38,  s.  4,  and  on  that  appeal  the  allowance 
was  confirmed.  Notwithstanding  this  the  auditor  suiO- 
moned  the  overseers  before  two  justices,  under  section  101 
of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  to  compel  them  to  pay  otdr 
the  sums  which  he  had  so  disallowed,  and  the  justices  mA 
quarter  sessions  had  so  allowed.  The  justices  refused^ 
and  we  are  now  asked  to  issue  a  writ  of  mandamus,  conn 
manding  them  to  make  such  order,  and,  if  necessary,  tc 
issue  their  warrant  under  the  99th  section  of  the  same  acS 

This  we  cannot  do  unless  we  are  prepared  to  say  that  tlL. 
power  of  two  justices,  under  the  50  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  to  alhm 
overseers'  accounts,  subject  to  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessioilh 
has  been  wholly  taken  away,  or,  at  all  events,  rendered  wbol 
inoperative  by  the  47th  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will,  4,  cT  * 
and  has  been  transferred  without  appeal  to  the  auditor  a  ] 
pointed  by  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners.  The  Attorn^ 
General  in  the  course  of  his  argument  distinctly  contend^ 
that  the  justices  have  no  power  to  allow  in  the  annual  }t^ 
count  any  item  which  has  been  disallowed  by  the  audittftr 
in  a  quarterly  account,  although  they  might  perhaps  haf« 
power  to  disallow  what  the  auditor  had  allowed. 

The  47th  section  does  not  in  terms  authorise  the  auffi* 
tor  to  disallow  any  items  in  the  overseers'  accounts,  but  It 
appears  that  a  rule  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  dcMffe, 
which,  under  section  42,  has  the  authority  of  an  act  of  piN 
liament;  so  that  here  are  apparently  concurrent  autfaoritiifli) 
and  in  case  of  a  conflict,  as  on  the  present  occasion,  h  is 
difficult  to  say  which  was  intended  by  the  legislature  to 
prevail. 


not,  tliereby  preserving  that  annual  account,  and  by 
equeoce  all  that  by  law  ought  to  be  or  might  be  done 
lit 

ken  the  89th  section  further  confirms  the  authority  of 
jurticesy  for  it  directs  them  to  disallow,  not  what  the 
itor  shall  already  have  disallowed,  but  all  charges  which 
tt  be  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act^  or  to  the 
es,  orders  and  regulations  of  the  Commissioners ;  leaving 

0  them  to  determine  what  charges  are  so  contrary,  and  not 
ntioiUDg  the  authority  of  the  auditor.  And  this  section 
Dtiios  a  remarkable  proviso — '*  Provided  always,  that  no 
owaace  by  any  justice  shall  exonerate  or  discharge  such 
eneer  or  guardian  from  any  penalty  or  Ijgal  proceeding 
whicb  he  may  have  rendered  himself  liable  by  having 
ed  contrary  to  the  rules,  orders  and  regulations  of  the 

1  Commissioners  or  to  the  provisions  of  this  act."  As  if 
legislature  contemplated  that  justices,  either  from  igno- 
%  of  the  rules^  orders  and  regulations  of  the  Poor 
r  Commissioners^  or  from  misinterpreting  them  or  the 
isioos  of  this  act,  might  happen  to  allow  improper 
{es,  and  intended  to  guard  against  the  shielding  over- 

from  penalties,  though  the  charges  might  stand  good 
(ms  of  their  accounts  by  reason  of  the  allowance  of 
ustices.  Seeing  then  that  the  authority  of  the  jus- 
is  evidently  intended  to  be  preserved,  that  no  provi- 

■•  niflifiA    kv    ivti««*ti    ffViaf    aiifVinritv  ic  rpnrlprpH    fiiilinrHi- 
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1843.        been  intended  to  be  given  to  the  examination  of  overseers' 

„y^^X^^       accounts  by  an  auditor,  the  ultimate  allowance  or  disallow- 

The  Queen  r   .         •        •«.  j  •      .      •       •  .  •  t 

V.  ance  of  them  is  still  vested  in  the  justices,  subject  to  appeal 

The  Earl  of         ^^^  sessions. 
Dartmouth. 

We   were  reminded   that  by  statute  6  &  7  Fict.  c.  67f 

s.  S,  all  persons  are  protected  from  action  in  respect  of  any 

thing  done  in  obedience  to  a  peremptory  mandamus,  and 

were  therefore  asked  to  let  the  writ  go,  if  there  be 

doubt,  inasmuch  as  the  justices  by  making  a  return,  en 

if  it  should  be  bad,  might  induce  a  peremptory  mandamut. 

and  80  protect  themselves  from  danger.     But  we  do  not 

feel  that  there  is  really  any  doubt  in  the  case,  nor  do  wa 

think  that  we  ought  to  hold  out  to  justices  that  they  shooM 

make  a  return  to  a  writ  of  mandamus,  instead  of  obeying 

it,  for  the  sake  of  obtaining  the  protection  of  a  peremptoiy - 

mandamus  under  the  late  act. 

This  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  QuEBN  V.  Lord  Hastings  and  another  (a). 

A  party  (j  UNNING,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  la 

putative  father  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  the  da* 

appeared  at  fendants,  commanding  them  to  make  an  order  upon  tht 
the  petty  ses-  .         .  "^  i 

sion  in  pursu-    guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Aylsham  Union,  in  the  couo^ 

an^  rocured^^  of  Norfolk,  to  pay  to  one  Shepherd  the  costs  incurred  by 
the  applica-  him  in  resisting  an  application  made  by  the  guardians  of  the 
missed  on  the  P^^"*  ^^  ^*'®  *^'^  union  to  the  defendants,  at  a  petty  session, 
ground  that  for  an  order  upon  him  to  reimburse  the  said  union  for  the 
the  notice  was         .  r      i  j      •  -i  •  ■      ■        •  i-      ■  •  ■ 

not  signed  by    maintenance  ot  a  bastard  child,  upon  the  bearing  of  whidl 

the  majonty  application  the  defendants  did  not  think  fit  to  make  any 
of  the  parish        '^^  ^       j-       •       j    . 

officers.  order  thereon,  but  dismissed  the  same. 

He  after- 
wards applied  (a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1844,  (June  3). 
for  a  manda- 
mus CO  the  petty  session  to  order  payment  of  costs  to  him,  on  the  ground  that  th«re 
had  been  a  hearing  of  the  application,  within  4  &  5  WUL  4,  c.  76,  s.  73. 

Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  costs  as  there  had  been  no  "  hearing." 


The  QuEEV 

V. 
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It  appeared  that  in  March  last  Shepherd  had  been  served  1843. 
vttb  notice,  purporting  to  be  given  on  behalf  of  the  A)ls- 
bfli  Union,  of  an  intended  application  to  a  petty  session 
fer  an  order  of  maintenance  upon  him  as  the  putative  father  ^^^ 
tf  a  bastard.  Shepherd  appeared  at  the  petty  session  in 
parauance  of  the  notice.  The  defendants,  before  whom 
Ae  case  was  brought,  dismissed  the  application,  on  an 
•Ijection  taken  by  the  attorney  for  Shepherd,  that  the  notice 
m  not  proved  to  have  been  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 

{■fdiana  of  the  union. 

trk  now  shewed  cause.     The  statutes  4  &  5  WUL  4, 

cK,s.73,  and  2Si3Fict.  c.  86,  s.  1,  do  not  allow  costs  to 

k^fen  to  the  putative  father  where  a  bastardy  application 

iidisinissed,  unless  there  has  been  a  "  hearing;"  and  sec- 

tbo  73  of  the  first-mentioned  statute  also  enacts,  that  no 

*  inch  application  shall  be  heard"  unless  notice  shall  have 

Weo  given.     In  this  case  there  was  no  hearing,  and  could 

koo  hearing  for  want  of  notice.     Shepherd  himself  took 

Ae  objection  and  prevented  the  hearing.     The  hearing  is 

acoodition  precedent  to  the  right  to  costs,  and  this  rule 

■mt  be  discharged.      Reg.  v.  Recorder  of  Exeter  (a)  is 

dbtioguishable.     There  the  case  had  been  removed  from 

tlie  petty  to  the  quarter  sessions ;  and  the  parties  who  had 

applied  for  the  order  chose  to  contend  before  the  sessions 

ikatthey  were  not  the  proper  parties  to  apply,  and  procured 

the  dismissal  of  the  application  on  that  ground. 

Gunning  contrd.  The  appearance  of  the  party  charged 
as  the  putative  father  to  make  the  objection  was  a  hearing. 
There  is  equally  a  hearing  whether  a  case  is  disposed  of  on 
ibe  form  or  the  merits.  In  Rex  v.  Cotlingham  (b)  it  was 
hM  that  the  sessions  have  power  to  grant  costs  under  stat. 
8&9  WilLS^  c. 30,  s.  3,  in  all  cases  in  which  an  appeal  has 
been  entered  and  determined,  whether  the  determination 
be  upon  the  merits   or  for  defect  of  form.     In  Reg,  v. 

(a)  9  G.  &  D.  167.  (6)  4  N.  &  M.  315. 
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1843.         Stamper  (a)f  the  overseers  of  a  parish  had  given  notice  of  ' 
an  intended  application  against  a  person  as  putative  fatb^^ 
and,  according  to  a  rule  of  the  sessions,  had  entered  their 

Lord  intended  application  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  bttt 
did  not  further  appear  to  pray  any  order.  The  case  wiift 
called  on,  and  the  defendant  appeared.  It  was  held  that 
the  calling  on  the  case  and  appearance  of  the  defendant  • 
was  a  hearing,  and  that  therefore  the  sessions  had  jurist 
diction  to  award  costs  to  the  party  charged  as  the  putatir^ 
father.  Reg.  v.  Recorder  of  Exeter  {b)  is  precisely  tht 
same  as  the  present  case.  There  the  putative  father  had 
procured  the  dismissal  of  the  application,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  made  by  the  proper  parties,  and  this  Cobft 
said  that  there  had  been  a  hearing,  and  that  he  was  entitle 
to  costs.  Notice  was  given  in  the  present  case,  but  it  wtt  , 
a  bad  notice,  and  therefore  tantamount  to  no  notice* 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. —This  party  has  no  right  to  costa. 
He  could  only  be  entitled  to  them  if  there  had  been  a  faealft^ 
ing.  There  was  no  hearing  in  this  case,  and  could  be  iion^ 
as  proper  notice  of  the  application  had  not  been  given. 
This  party  has  himself  prevented  the  hearing,  and  no# 
comes  to  this  Court  and  sa}S  there  has  been  a  heariog. 
But  I  groutid  my  judgment  on  the  words  of  the  statute. 

Patteson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Reg.  t. 
Stamper  {a)  there  was  no  objection  that  notice  had  not  been 
given;  and  in  Reg.  v.  Recorder  of  Exeter  {b)  the  objection 
was  to  the  application  as  having  been  made  by  wrong 
parties. 

Williams  J. — The  sessions  have  exercised  a  sound  dis- 
cretion, which  we  should  be  much  disinclined  to  review, 
and  no  cases  compel  us  to  do  so.  This  party  contends 
first  of  all  that  the  case  cannot  be  heard  because  he  has 

(«)  4  P.  &  D.  539.  (h)  3  G.  &  D.  167. 
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had  BO  Bodoe,  and  succeeds  in  that  objectioo ;  aod  oow  he         i84S. 
ans  be  has  beca  beard,  and  asks  for  costs. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — The  partj  objected  to  the  notice ;  the 
wtice  could  not  be  proved.  That  was  equivalent  to  no 
lotice.  Oo  that  objection  he  succeeded  in  preventing  the 
knnog  of  the  case,  and  now  he  says  he  has  been  heard. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Qdef.n  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Stoke  Bliss  (a). 

ff,H.  COOKE^  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  After  service 

file  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  made  at  the  Staffordshire  grc)unds*of  ap- 

Kssions  in  January  last,  and  removed  by  certiorari  into  this  \^^^  against 

ixNirty  should  not  be  quashed.  removal,  and 

Oo  the  «9th  September  last,  an  order  was  made  for  the  ^^""^'*^®  "^ 
^  .  ,.  intention  to 

mnoval  of  a  pauper  from  the  parish  of  Kingswinford,  in  try  at  the  next 

ie  county  of  Stafford,  to  the  said  parish  of  Stoke  Bhss,  ^oumermand 

f     SI  the  county  of  Hereford.     Notice  of  appeal  against  this  of  tlienoticeof 

•rder  was  given  in  the  following  month,  and  on  the  IBlh  ^,oS^e  of  trial 

December  a  statement  was  served   of  the  grounds  of  the  ^"^  i>erved, 

•    J    ,  11  •  .       /y  but  not  in  time, 

a|>peal,  accompanied  by  notice  that  the  parisn  officers  of  accordinti;  to 

Scoke   Bliss   intended   to  commence   and    prosecute   their  ^1^**  practice  of 

'  tlie  sessions. 

appeal   at   the  next  January  sessions    for  the   county    of  No  appeal  was 

The  January  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Stafford  parish  which 

•     1  1  *  I       x^  I      <•     I  I         III  r  had  obtained 

were   held  on  the  2d  ot  that  month.      t5y  the  practice  of  ^^^  ,^pj(.,.  ^,y. 

those   sessions,  appeals  are  not  taken  until  the  Thursday.  p'»*?^ '<»«*  costs, 

,  .  nnderstal.8& 

the  third  day  of  the  sessions,  and  notice  of  countermand  of  9  in//.  3, c.  30, 

an?  appeal  is  required  to  be  given  not  later  than  the  Mon-  ^'  ^:, 

•f      rr  -1  D  The  sessions 

day  before  the  sessions.  made  an  order 

confirming  the 

(a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1844,  (June  5).  """^^r  of  reino- 

val,andturther 
ordering  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  incurred  by  the  parish  in  preparing  to  sustain  the  order. 
HtH  that  the  order  was  uoi  divisible;  and,  as  the  sessions  had  confirmed  the  order 
of  removal,  which  they  had  not  jurisdiction  to  do,  no  appeal  having  been  actually 
entered,  the  order  of  sessions  was  not  good  even  for  so  muco  as  related  to  the  costs. 
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1843.  On  Tuesday,  the  2d  January,  countermand  was  served 

-,/^^^r^^       of  the  notice  of  appeal,  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  a 

The  Queen  .  ,      .  ,   •  ,     .        ^      .  •  ^ 

V,  material  witness ;    and  it  was  stated  that  fresh  notice  of 

^Stokeb"l*  °^  appeal  would  be  given,  if  the  pauper  should  be  actually 

removed,  and  an  offer  was  made  to  give  information  as  to 

the  true  place  of  the  pauper's  settlement. 

On  Thursday,  the  4th  January,  application  was  made  to 
the  sessions,  by  the  parish  officers  of  Kingswinford,  for 
costs  incurred  by  them  in  preparing  to  try  the  appeal,  and 
upon  proof  of  service  upon  them  of  the  above  notice  of 
appeal,  and  statement  of  the  grounds  thereof,  the  sessions 
made  the  order,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  present  rule. 

The  order  in  question  ran  thus  : — 
''  Sioke  Bliss  -\     Upon  the  motion  of  J.  B.,  of  counsel 
v.  >  for  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 

Kingswinford.^  poor  of  the  parish  of  Kingswinford,  in  the 
county  of  Stafford,  and  upon  proof  of  notice  of  appeal, 
with  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  grounds  of  such  appeal, 
signed  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  parish  of  Stoke  Bliss,  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  having 
been  given  to  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Kingswinford,  fourteen  days 
previous  to  the  sessions  now  holden,  against  a  certain 
order,  &c.,  for  the  removal  of,  &c. ;  and  no  one  appearing 
on  behalf  of  the  appellants  to  prosecute  their  appeal,  it  is 
ordered,  that  the  said  order  made  by  the  said  justices  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  confirmed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Stoke 
Bliss  do  and  shall  forthwith  pay  to  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  Kingswinford  the  sum  of  15/.  lOs., 
the  costs  and  charges  which  they  have  incurred  and  been 
put  to  in  attending  the  Court  this  day  to  support  the  said 
order." 

No  appeal  had  been  entered. 

Whitmore  and  R.J  Hen  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended, 
that  although  the  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to  confirm  the 
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order  of  removal,  as  no  appeal  bad  been  actually  entered,         1843. 

Tel  that  tfaej  had  jurisdiction  to  award  costs  under  stat.  8       ^^^^^^^^ 

fc  9  WiiL  S,  c.  SO,  s.  SO,  upon  proof  that  notice  of  appeal  i,. 

had  beeo  ziveo,  and  that  the  order  was  divisible,  iuasmuch  Inhnbitaau  of 
^  .  '  Stoke  Bust, 

as  the  rest  of  the  order  was  merely  ancillary  to  the  award 

of  costs,  and  that  it  was  good  for  so  much  as  related  to  the 

eosts,  though  bad  for  the  residue. 

W.  H.  Cooke  contri.    As  no  appeal  was  entered,  the 
iScers  of  Kingswinford  had  no  right  to  go  to  the  sessions 
il  all,  aod  the  sessions  had  no  right  to  make  the  order 
ckher  for  confirmation  of  the  order  or  for  costs.    Since  the 
passing  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  there  are  two 
feriods  for  appealing,  the  one  on  service  of  the  order  of 
lemoval,    and   the   other   on   the   actual   removal   of   the 
pauper.     Any  costs  incurred  by  the  parish  of  Kingswinford 
ia  consequence  of  the  notice  of  appeal  were  costs  in  the 
cause,  and  would  be  disposed  of  on  the  final  prosecution 
•f  the  appeal  after  actual  removal,  whereas,  if  the  interlo- 
cntorj   order  may  be  made  for  costs  pendente  lite,  the 
parish  against  which  the  order  of  removal  is  issued  will  be 
saddled  with  costs  in  respect  of  a  pauper  who,  it  may  ulti- 
natelj  appear,  belongs  to  a  different  parish.     [Pattt^on  J. 
Soppose  there  is  uo  appeal  after  actual  removal,  how  are 
the  costs  to  be  got  then?]     Application  for  costs  may  be 
made  under  the  statute  of  Will.  3  to  the  next  sessions  after 
die  second  period  of  appeal  has  expired ;  and  the  applica- 
tion may  then  be  fairly  granted,  as  the  parish  so  neglecting 
to  appeal  will  then  have  admitted  its  liability  to  maintain 
die  pauper.      [Coleridge  J.    Such  costs  are  quite   inde- 
pendent of  the  result  of  the  appeal;  if  the  parish  officers 
may  go  to  the  sessions  after  the  second  period  of  appeal 
has  run  out,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  must.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  seems  that  the  parish  officers 
of  Stoke  Bliss  gave  notice  of  appeal,  and  afterwards  coun- 
termanded it,  but  not  in  due  time.     They  also  gave  fresli 
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1843.        notice  of  their  inteotion  to  appeal^  if  the  pauper  should  be 

,^^^^^y^^      removed,  aod  intimated  that  they  had  good  ground  for  re- 

V.  sisting  the  order.     When  we  look  at  the  order  of  sessions 

:^babitanu  of    ^j  ^j,    ^|^^   documents,  we  cannot  but  see  that  the  coaU 

are  but  ancillary  to  the  judgment  con6rmmg  the  order  oc 

removal,  which  was  a  judgment  the  sessions  bad  no  righi 

to  give.     The  order  cannot  be  sustained. 

Patteson  J. — It  is  unfortunate,  but  the  sessions  have 
clearly  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  which  they  had  bo 
jurisdiction  to  do,  as  no  appeal  was  entered.  The  order 
for  costs  cannot  be  separated  from  the  order  of  coiofiriii»* 
tion.  I  am  far  from  saying  that  if  the  sessions  had  eo»p 
fined  the  order  to  the  costs  of  the  day  it  would  not  do;  I 
do  not  think  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  has  in  this 
respect  done  away  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
fVUliam  the  Third. 

Williams  J. — If  that  were  so,  a  party  would  be  reme- 
diless  in  case  of  a  vexatious  countermand.  I  am  not  at  all 
sorry  to  decide  this  case  upon  the  documents  themselvca^ 
which  are  much  safer  to  go  upon  than  affidavits.  The 
order  is  an  order  of  confirmation  of  the  order  of  removal, 
and  the  order  for  coats  depends  upon  tlie  order  of  confir- 
mation. 

Coleridge  J, — 'I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
right  time  was  taken  to  apply  for  costs;  and  I  do  not  aaj 
that  an  order  of  this  sort  might  not  be  in  some  case  sever- 
able. This  is  a  question  of  construction,  and  perhaps  the 
best  way  is  not  to  look  at  the  aflidavits.  Looking  at  the 
order  of  sessions  alone,  I  must  take  it  that  they  thought 
they  had  jurisdiction  to  confirm  the  order,  and  that  they 
granted  the  costs  upon  confirmation  of  the  order.  The 
order  for  costs  is  ancillary  to  the  rest  of  the  order,  and 
cannot  be  sustained. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Abm1TA«-B  V.  HayLEY.  Tuetdaw 

r^  ...  •^'"'*  ^^'^ 

V^ASK  for  negligent  driving.     Plea,  not  guilty,  and  issue  in  case  for 

thereon.  negligent  drir- 

--  •,-^         -Tk     1     -n  -mri  i  iDg,  with*  olem 

At  the   trial  before  Parke  B.,  at  York,  at  the  spring* ofnot gailty, 

assizes,  1843,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant's  servant  was  found  for*ihe^ 

driving  an  omnibus,  and  ran  against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  plaintiff  with 

lidiogy  whereby  the  mare  of  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  down  damiie*.*"^ 

and    the    plaintiff    bruised,    and    his    thigh-bone   broken,  although  it  was 

There   was  contradictory  evidence  &s  to  the  cause  of  the  {eg  had  been 

Kcident,   whether  from  the  negligent  driving  of  the  de-  hroken  by  the 

.  .  .     .^,  accident,  the 

fendant  s  servant,  or  the  restiveness  of  the  plaintiff  s  mare.  Court  granted 

Verdict  for  plaintiff,  damages  one  farthing.  •  "^enf  of "*" 

Dundas,  in  the  Easter  Terra  following,  obtained  a  rule  costs.    The 

for  a  new  trial,  unless  the  defendant  would  consent  to  have  [^u^t  will  not 

the  damages  increased,  against  which  grant  a  new 

trial  merely  on 
account  of  the 

W.  H.  Watson  and  PashUy  shewed  cause.     The  Court  »'"»»««"  o^ 

•^  the  damages 

will  never  grant  a  new  trial  merely  on  account  of  the  small-  does  not  ex- 

ness  of  damages  in  an  action  of  tort :    Randall  v.  Hay-  ^       7-L!..«. 
°  ^     ca*e  or  a  se\'ere 

icard{a).     That  was  an  action  for  slander.     Tindal  C.  J.  personal  in- 
tfaere  says,  "  I  think  a  more  complete  measure  of  justice  ^^^' 
would   have  been  attained  if  the  jury  had   given   higher 
damages,  but  the  Court  never  grants  a  new  trial  because  the 
damages    are  low.*'    Haytoard  v.  Netoton{b),  Barker  v. 
Dixie {c),  are  to  the  same  effect.     In  the  latter  case  the 
reason  of  the  rule  is  given,  that  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  small  damages,  is  not  a  false  verdict,  as  a  verdict  for 
die  defendant  would  be,  because  as  they  hdve  found  rightly 
for  the  plaintiff  no  attaint  would  lie,  and  new  trials  came  in 
lo  the  place  only  of  attaints  as  a  more  expeditious  and 
easy  remedy.     Mauricet  t.  Brecknock{d)  was  a  writ  of  in- 
quiry in  an  action  on  the  case  for  maliciously  suing  out  a 

(«)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  4S4.  (c)  Stra.  1051. 

(6)  Stra.  940.  id)  Doug.  509. 
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commission  of  bankruptcy  against  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
jury  having  found  5s.  damages  only,  the  Court  refused  to 
interfere.  (They  also  cited  Viner's  Jbridg.  Trial,  Y.  g.) 
The  jury  here  must  have  thought  both  parties  to  blame, 
and  the  verdict  for  one  farthing  was  in  mercy  to  the 
plaintiff. 


Duudas  (with  whom  was  J.  Addison)  contr^  The  ver- 
dict is  absurd.     A  farthing  damages  for  a  broken  thigh. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  damages  found  by  the  jury 
are  in  truth  no  damages  at  all.  The  rule  must  be  made 
absolute  for  a  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs.  The  rule 
that  the  Court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  merely  on  account 
of  the  smallness  of  the  damages,  must  be  considered  as 
applying  only  to  actions  of  slander.  It  certainly  does  not 
extend  to  cases  where  the  plaintiff  has  received  a  violent 
personal  injury.  His  Lordship  referred  to  the  case  of 
Cook  V.  Beal{a). 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring  (6). 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  176. 

(6)  The  rule  appears  to  be,  that 
if  damages  are  given  at  nisi  prius 
in  an  action  where  damages  are 
the  principal,  and  the  Court  can 
have  no  certain  knowledge  of  the 
cause,  neither  by  the  record  nor 
by  other  matter  apparent,  thej 
can  neither  mitigate  nor  increase 
the  damages;  1  RolL  Abr,  571, 
Damages,  K.  Thus  "in  an  action 
on  the  case  for  calling  the  plaintiff 
'  bankrupt,'  and  the  general  issue 
pleaded,  the  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff  with  150/.  damages,  and 


because  it  was  great  damages  the 
Court  at  first  reduced  them  to  50L 
But  afterwards,  upon  great  advice, 
they  revoked  that,  and  would  not 
change  the  course  of  the  law,  and 
resolved  to  leave  such  matters  of 
fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury,  who 
better  knew  the  quality  of  persons 
and  their  estates,  and  the  damage 
they  may  sustain  by  such  disgrace. 
But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  ac- 
tion is  grounded  upon  a  cause 
which  can  appear  to  the  view  of 
the  Court,  as  in  majhem,  &c.,  and 
so  they  give  judgment  for  the  150/. 
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locordingtotbeTerdict:*  Hawkins 
V.  Sria/,   Palmer,  314.     See   also 
Roll.  Abr,   Oamages,  K.  pi.  2 — 7 
iodusive.     So  that  inhere  the  de- 
claration is  for  a  personal  injury, 
and  charges  a  mayhem  or  a  bat- 
tery,   and     the     particular    injury 
complained  of  is  described  in  the 
declaration,  the  Court  upon  view 
vill  increase  the  damages ;  Mallet 
^.FerrerSj  1  Leoo.  139;  AuUinv. 
HiUitrSf  Hardres,  408;  Brown  v. 
Stymimr,  9  VVils.  5;  Cook  v.  Bcal, 
1  Ld.  Raym.  176.     And  it  would 
seem    that  there  is  a  distinction 
•here    the    personal   injury  com- 
pUined  of  is  not  occasioned  directly 
by  the    plaintiff,   but  is  only  the 
oooseqoence  of  his  wrongful  act,  as 
IB  trespass,  for  that  the  defendant 
made  an  assault  upon  and  mal- 
treated   the    plaintiff^s   wife,   and 
strack  the  horse  upon  which  the 
wife  was  riding,  so  that  the  wife 
was  thrown  upon  the  ground  and 
another    horse    trod    apon    her, 
whereby  she  lost  the  use  of  three 
of  her  fingers;  and  upon  not  guilty, 
aad  Terdict  for  plaintiff,  with  8/. 
damages,  it  was  moved  that  the 
damnges  be  increased  on  the  view 
of  the  wife  and  hearing  of  the  sur- 
geon.    But  the  Court  would  not 
hear  it,  because  it  was  doubtful 


whether  they  would  be  increased 
on  the  view,  inasmuch  as  no  may- 
hem or  wounding  was  made  here 
directly  by  the  party;  but  it  is 
rather  by  accident,  to  wit,  the 
coming  of  the  other  horse,  the 
which  how  he  came,  or  if  the  wife 
could  have  avoided  him,  is  matter 
of  evidence,  and  so  they  denied  to 
increase  the  damages;  Burfnrd 
and  wife  v.  Dadwell,  Sid.  433; 
S. C.  1  Mod.25.  See  also  Angell  v. 
ShaUerlony  Sid.  108.  But  perhaps 
it  may  be  doubtful  whether  in 
these  two  cases  the  Court  did  any 
more  than  refuse  to  exercise  their 
discretion;  Brown  v.  Seymour,  1 
Wils.  5.  With  regard  to  proceed- 
ings after  interlocutory  judgment, 
it  is  said  that  it  is  the  function  of 
the  Court  to  assess  the  damages, 
and  that  the  proceeding  by  writ  of 
inquiry  is  only  an  inquest  of  office 
to  inform  the  conscience  of  the 
Court;  9  Will.  Saund.  107,  note  9; 
Bruce  v.  Rawlins,  3  Wils.  61  ; 
Goodwin  v.  WiUher,  Yelv.  151  ; 
S.  C.  Brownlow,  214;  and  that 
therefore  the  Court  may  increase 
the  damages;  1  Rol»  Ab,  Damages^ 
L.  p.  573  ;  but  it  is,  perhaps, 
doubtful  whether  this  can  be  done 
except  within  the  limits  above- 
mentioned. 
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Plaintiff 
wagered  with 
defendant 
that  defend- 
ant would  pass 
his  examina- 
tion as  attor- 
ney; defend- 
ant passed. 
Assumpsit 
being  brought 
on  the  wager, 
Held,  on  de- 
murrer to  the 
declaration, 
that  the  wager 
was  void,  in- 
asmuch as  it 
was  of  the 
nature  of  a 
bubble  bet, 
defendant 
having  it 
in  his  power 
to  win  if  he 
pleased. 


Fisher  v.  Waltjiam. 

XHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  wager.  The 
plaintiff  had  bet  the  defendeut  eight  bottles  of  wine  that  he 
the  defendant  would  pass  his  examination  as  an  attorney  of 
this  Court.  The  defendant  passed  his  examination^  and 
refused  to  pay.  Demurrer  on  the  ground  that  the  contract 
appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  illegal. 

Wordsworth  for  the  defendant.  The  wager  is  void  M 
against  public  policy :  Gilbert  v.  Sykes  (a).  Also  as  beiag 
respecting  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  justice  :  Evans  ▼• 
Jones  (Jb) ;  for  the  examination  of  persons  seeking  to  pa^s 
as  attornies,  under  2  Geo.  2^  c.  23,  s.  6,  and  the  rule  of 
Hil  T.  6  Will.  4,  is  by  act  of  the  Court.  [Lord  Demmam 
C.  J.  Is  there  not  another  objection  i  It  seems  to  be  of 
the  character  of  a  bubble  bet.  The  defendant  might  have 
won,  if  he  pleased,  by  not  passing  his  examination."] 

Martin  contri.  The  examiners  act  by  a  specific  autbo* 
rity  of  their  own,  nor  is  their  examination  in  any  sense  a 
proceeding  of  a  court  of  justice.  Jones  v.  Randall  {c)  is  in 
point. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  the  objection,  that  this  is 
a  bubble  bet,  has  not  been  answered.  The  defendant  bad 
the  event  in  his  own  command. 


Patteson,  Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
(«)  16  East,  150.  (6)  5  M.  &  W.  77.  (c)  Cowp.  S7. 


TRINITY  TERM,  VI  VICT. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Burgesses 

of  Leeds.  Wednaday, 

MaySXtt. 
This  was  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  and  quash  two  orders  Itisamis- 
of  the  town  council  of  Leeds;  the  one  for  payment  of  the  "he  twroueh* 
torn  of  27/.  135.  6d.,  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  the  ^un<l  ^<).  P^X 
opioion  of  counsel  and  also  a  journey  undertaken  by  the  costs  of  shew- 

towD-clerk  to  London  respecting  the  election  of  council-  i"R.cAuse 

agRinsl  a  rule 
lors  for  the  Mill  Wall  Ward«  the  other,  of  54/.  Is.  4d.',  the  foramanda- 

amount  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  solicitors,  being  a  firm  of  "{JfcLVf  {wo 

which  the  town-clerk  was  a  member,  for  opposing  a  rule  candidates  for 

for  a  mandamus  to  receive  and  count  the  vote  of  Radford  ^ j^^  coundl- 

Poiit  among  the  councillors  of  the  borough.  lor  was  duly 

r*-     »w    T»7    n  »i        o    ^      I     I      «      •       «  1  elected,  unless 

Sir  It.   It.  ±Oiielt  d.  Cr.,  bad   obtamed  a   rule  nisi  on  ^ouie  general 

affidavits  setting  out  that  a  question  had  arisen  at  an  elec-  "^^*^  ^V"" 

tion  for  the  office  of  councillor  for  the  Mill  Hill  Ward  in  corporation  is 

November,  1840,  whether  a  Mr.  Potts,  or  another  gentle-  ''JJ^eedings!**'' 

man,  had  the  majority  of  votes,  which  was  decided  by  the 

mayor  against  Mr.  Potts.     Mr.  Potts  had  obtained  a  rule 

nUi  for  a  mandamus.     The  council  passed  a  resolution,  in 

Jan.  1841,  that  cause  should  be  shewn  against  this  rule, 

which  was  done  accordingly;  but  the  rule  was  made  ah* 

solute  in  Hil.  T.  1841.     On  Feb.  2,   1842,  the  council 

passed  a  resolution   directing  the   finance   committee  to 

include  the  54/.  Is.  4d.  in  their  report;  and  on  the  4tli 

May  following  the  two  orders  were  made,  which  it  was 

DOW  sought  to  quash. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  A.  G.  and  J.  Addison  shewed  cause,  and 
cited  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower 
Hamleis{a),  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Essex  {b);  and  con- 
tended that  the  principle  of  Rex  v.   The  Mayor,  8^c.  of 

(«)  1  B.  &  Ad.  332.  (6)  4  T.  R.  591. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M,  L 
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1843.  Bridgewaier{a)  must  be  qualified,  as  cases  might  arise 

rj^^^^C^^  where  the  existence  or  valuable  rights  of  the  corporate 

V.  body  might  be  perilled   by  proceedings  directed  against 


^T'ln^"'"^  individual  members. 

JLiEBDl. 


Sir  W.  W.  FolUtt  S.  G.  and  R.  Hall,  contri,  were  not 
called  on. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Undoubtedly  where  such  ques- 
tions as  are  suggested  are  raised  by  informations  or  writs 
of  mandamus  directed  against  individuals,  it  is  no  misap* 
plication  of  the  borough  fund  to  defend  them ;  which  wu 
the  ground  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Coitenham  C.  in  The 
Attorney-General  V.  The  Mayor  of  Norwich  (b),  on  appeal 
from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (c).  But  no  such  questions 
arose  in  the  present  instance,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  tliis 
was  clearly  a  misapplication  of  the  borough  fund. 

Patteson^  Williams,  and  Coleridob  Js.  coDcai^ 
red. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  6  A.  &  E.  839;  2  P.  &  D.  (c)  1  Keene,  700;  see  also 
558.  Holdtworth  v.  The  Miliar,  ^c  rf 

(b)  2  Uy\.  &  Cr.  416.  Dartmouth,  before  the  Lord  Chan- 

cellory in  Feb.  1844,  8  Jurist,  741. 
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Pbn n ell  and  others,  Assignees  of  Newton,  a  Bankrupt,  v. 

AtTEN  BOROUGH.  Thunday, 

rp  ...  June  99th, 

1  ROVER  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  one  Alexander  Advances 

Levi  Newton.  made  by  a 

pawnbroker 
Plea,  as  to  parcel  of  the  goods,  payment  into  Court  of  the  on  the  deposit 

sam  of  6/.,  which  the  plaintiffs  took  out  of  Court,  and  pro-  jumrelfceed- 

ceeded  no  further  in  respect  of  such  parcel.     And  as  to  the  ing  10^,  and 

residue,  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  as  mentioned  in  the  ker?  interest 

declaratioii.  were  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  goods  ?'•  ""'  ^o*<* 
.     -  1     -       .       .     .        .  .         ,         ,  .  .  .    "°''  non-com- 

and  chattels  m  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  upon  which  piiance  with 

hat  mentioned  plea  issue  was  joined.     The  cause  was  tried  til®  pr^^^ibions 

before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  London  Sittings  after  brokers'  Ace, 

Trinity  Term  last,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain-  ^^^  3  c.^ 

tiffs  for   l£00/.  damages,  subject  to  be  reduced  to  40s.  on  the  6th  section 

die  goods  sought  to  be  recovered  being  given  up  to  the  extends  to    ^ 

plaintiffs,  if  there  should  be  judgment  for  them;  and  sub-  Joans  of  money 
:  .  .   .  ^   ,      r^  .1  >"  *ura>  not 

jed  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  a  special  case.  exceeding  lot 

The  case  stated  that  Newton,  before  and  at  the  time  of  ^^"^  V^ 

money  m  sums 

his  bankruptcy,  was  a  merchant  and  general  dealer,  resident  exceedmgio/., 

and  carrying  on  business  in  Bury  Street,  St.  Mary  Axe,  who  r"tti^?,*w-''"* 

aniongst  other  things  had  dealings  in  plate  and  jewellery,  cured  by  the 

That  in  February  or  March,  1841,  he  became  embarrassed  goods,  arepro- 

ia  his  circumstances,  and  on  or  about  the  14th  of  June  tected  by  stat. 

.  2  &  3  Vici.  c, 

committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  upon  which  a  fiat  issued  37. 

gainst  him  on  the  22nd  day  of  June,  1841,  under  which 

the  plaintiffs  were  duly  appointed  assignees.     That  before 

Sewtam  became  bankrupt,  he  resorted  to   the  pledging  of 

dhrers  of  his  goods  constituting  his  stock  in  trade,  par- 

ticulaity  watches,  jewellery  and  diamonds,  and  on  the  evening 

of  Saturday  the  10th  of  April,  1841,  one  Spaut,  then  being 

bis  servant,  and  by  his  direction,  carried  out  several  parcels 

l2 
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1843.  of  silver  folks  and  spoons  for  the  purpose  of  pawning  each 
parcel  for  the  sum  of  ]0/.  That  be  took  the  said  parcels 
to  the  bhop  of  the  defendant,  situate  in  Crown  Street, 
Finsbury,  where  the  defendant  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
pawnbroker,  and  offered  to  John  Pawley^  then  being  the 
shopman  of  the  defendant,  one  of  the  said  parcels  of  forks 
and  spoons,  and  asked  him  to  advance  JO/,  upon  the  pledge 
and  security  of  that  parcel.  That  the  said  Pawley  there« 
upon  asked  the  said  Spaul  if  he  wanted  any  more  money, 
to  which  the  said  Spaul  replied  that  he  did  want  more 
money,  but  thought  it  was  not  customary  for  a  pawnbroker 
to  lend  more  than  10/.  to  one  person  in  one  day,  to  which 
the  said  Pawley  answered  that  he  would  lend  as  much  on 
the  same  kind  of  security  as  the  said  Spaul  wished. 

That  thereupon  Spaul  ^ent  into  the  private  parlour  of 
the  defendant's  house,  which  adjoined  the  shop,  and  left 
with  Pawley  three  packets  of  spoons  and  forks  without 
receiving  any  advance  of  money,  and  departed  froai  the 
defendant's  house  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  more  plate 
from  the  said  Newton.  That  on  his  return,  the  said  Pawley 
received  the  said  additional  quantity  of  plate,  and  advanced 
to  him  1 15/.  upon  the  security  of  all  the  plate  so  brought 
to  the  defendant's  house  by  the  said  Spaul  according  to  the 
directions  of  the  said  Alexander  Levi  Newton.  That  the 
said  Pawley  then  handed  to  the  said  Spaul  for  his  signature 
a  form  in  a  book,  partly  printed,  but  which  the  said  Pawley 
had  filled  up  in  the  words,  figures  and  letters  following* 
that  is  to  say,  '^31,  Crown  Street,  Finsbury.  I  have  this 
day  deposited  with  Mr.  R.  Jttenburough  the  following 
goods,  viz.,  (here  followed  a  list  of  the  articles,)  to  be  held 
by  him  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  1 15/., 
this  day  lent  by  him  to  me,  together  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  date  hereof  after  the  rate  of  15  per  cent,  per  annum, 
till  payment,  and  should  such  sum  of  115/.  and  interest  not 
be  paid  by  me  to  the  said  12.  Attenborough  by  the  10th  day 
of  October  next,  I  do  hereby  authorise  and  empower  the 
said   R.  Attenborough,    his    executors,   administrators   or 
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assigns,  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  said  articles,  or  any  of  them, 
either  by  public  sale  or  private  contract,  and  out  of  the 
proceeds  thereof  to  pay  the  expenses  of  and  incidental  to 
such  sale,  and  retain  the  said  sum  of  115/.  and  interest 
thereon  after  the  rate  aforesaid,  until  the  time  of  such 
retainer,  or  so  much  and  such  parts  thereof  respec- 
tirelj  as  shall  remain  unpaid.  Dated  this  10th  day  of 
^pril,  1841.  Signed  John  Spaul,S%  Cumberland  Street, 
Hackney  Road.** 

That  the  said  Pawley  also  delivered  to  the  said  Spaul  a 

paper  writing  in  the  following  form :  "  Lent  by  Richard 

Aitenbarough,  of  ^Jl,  Crown  Street,  Finsbury,  to  Mr.  John 

Spaul,  of  32,  Cumberland  Street,  Hackney  Road,  the  sum  of 

1 15/.  on  following  articles,  viz.  (enumerating  the  articles),  for 

sii  months  from  this  date,  at  the  rate  of  15  per  cent,  per 

annum.  lOth  April  1841.''     It  appeared  from  the  case  that 

Aere  were  various  other  dealings  afterwards  and  before  the 

commencement  of  this  action  between  the  said  Newton  and 

die  defendant  of  exactly  the  same  nature,  upon  each  of 

which  occasions  an  agreement  was  signed  similar  to  the 

agreement  set  forth,   and  a  like    memorandum  given   by 

Pawley  to  Spaul ^  and  that  the  sum  of  974/.  lOs.  was  upon 

the  whole   advanced  by   the  said   defendant   to  the  said 

Hewton  upon  the  security  of  the  articles  deposited,  some 

of  which   were  new,  and  others  of  them  secondhand,  and 

some  also  of  which  had  never  been  paid  for  by  the  said 

Sewion,  but  had  been  sent  in  to  him  upon  approbation,  and 

were  sent  bj  him  to  raise  money  upon  as  aforesaid  on  the 

following  day.     It  also  appeared  that  tlie  defendant  did  not 

Buke  entries  in  any  book  upon  any  of  the  dealings  above 

OMntioned,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  s.  6  of  39  &  40 

Gto.  3,  c  99,  nor  did  he  make  out  or  deliver  to  the  said 

Spaul  any  duplicate  or  memorandum  in  writing  in  confor- 

Biity  with  the  enactments  of  that  section,  or  comply  with 

the  requisites  thereof  in  anyother  particular,  but  that  the 

^cements  so  signed  as  above  mentioned  by  Spaul  were 

kept  or  entered  in  a  book  of  the  defendant  called  the 

High  Book,  that  is  to  say,  a  book  containing  blank  forms 
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1843.  advanced  by  him  on  pawn  exceeds  10/.  The  SOth  secbon 
provides,  '^  that  nothing  in  that  act  contained  shall  extend 
to  any  person  who  shall  lend  money  to  any  person  upon 
pawn  or  pledge  at  the  rate  of  6/.  per  cent,  per  annum 
interest,  without  taking  any  further  or  greater  profit  for  the 
loan  or  forbearance  of  such  money  lent."  Therefore,  where 
a  greater  profit  than  5/.  per  cent,  is  taken  by  a  pawnbroker 
upon  a  loan  of  whatever  amount  upon  pawn  or  pledge,  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  apply.  If  it  had  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  limit  the  act  to  loans  of  sums  not 
exceeding  10/.,  there  would  have  been  an  express  provision 
to  that  effect  But  in  many  sections  of  the  act  there  is  no 
limit  to  the  sum  expressed.  (He  referred  to  sections  10, 
1 1,  12  and  13  of  the  act  in  support  of  this.)  There  is  there- 
fore nothing  to  shew  that  the  provisions  of  section  6  are  to 
be  confined  to  loans  not  exceeding  10/.  But  it  clearly 
appears  from  the  prior  statutes  that  similar  provisions  were 
in  force  when  the  acts  contained  no  limit  to  the  sum  to  be 
advanced.  The  first  statute  is  the  1  Jac.  1,  c.  21,  which  is 
a  key  to  all  the  rest ;  the  term  pawnbroker  was  then  un- 
known, and  the  party  lending  money  on  pawn  of  goods 
was  termed  a  broker  simply.  The  object  of  the  legislature 
in  this  statute  and  the  subsequent  act,  the  SO  Geo,  2,  c.  24, 
was  to  facilitate  the  recovery  of  stolen  property,  and  to 
prevent  fraud  by  parties  pledging  goods  to  which  they  bad 
no  title.  The  7th  section  of  the  former  statute,  with  this 
view,  compels  the  broker  to  declare,  upon  demand  by  the 
owners  of  goods  purloined  or  stolen,  whether  the  same 
have  come  to  his  hands,  and  if  in  his  possession  to  shew 
the  same,  and  how  and  by  what  means  he  had  them.  And 
the  4th  section  of  the  latter  statute  requires  the  pawnbroker 
to  make  entries  of  goods  pawned,  and  to  give  duplicates  to 
the  parties  pawning.  But  neither  statute  contains  any  limit 
as  to  the  amount  to  be  lent  on  pledge ;  it  is  evident,  there- 
fore, that  the  provisions  of  these  statutes  applied  to  all 
loans  on  the  deposit  of  goods  by  way  of  pledge  to  what- 
ever amount     Prior  to  the  passing  of  the  next  act,  statute 
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24  Geo.  3,  c.  42,  pawnbrokers  could  not  take  more  than 
the  ordinary  legal  interest  upon  their  advances;  but,  besides 
tke  interest,  they  were  in  the  habit  of  charging  a  sum  for 
wareboase  room,  which  was  either  matter  of  agreement  at 
the  time  of  the  loan,  or  else  was  such  sum  as  a  jury,  upon 
action  brought  for  recovery  of  the  pledge,  on  tender  of  the 
principal  and  interest  and  warehouse  room,  should  think 
reasonable.      But  it  appears  from  the  preamble  to  this 
statute  that  juries  were  in  the  habit  of  giving  sums  so  in- 
adequate to  the  real  expenses,  that  business  could  not  be 
carried   on   agreeably  to  such  verdicts  with  profit  to  the 
pawnbroker.      The  statute  therefore   enabled   the  pawn- 
broker to  take  large  interest,  on  the  loans  of  small  sums  of 
money,  as  a  boon,  but  it  did  not  free  him  from  the  obliga- 
tion of  complying  with  the  requisition  of  the  prior  statutes 
ia  all  cases  where  he  had  lent  money  on  the  pledge  of 
goods,  because  the  mischief  intended  to  be  provided  against, 
namely,  the  raising  money  on  goods  stolen,  or  pledged 
without  the  authority  of  the  owners,  would  be  as  likely  to 
occur  in  the  case  of  advances  exceeding  10/.  as  of  smaller 
knns.     In  the  present  case,  the  goods  were  pledged  in  the 
name  of  Spaul,  not  of  the  real  owner,  and  part  of  them 
had  been  only  sent  to  the  bankrupt  for  approbation,  and 
never  paid  for,  so  that  the  very  mischief  contemplated  by 
the  statute  has  taken  place  here. 
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Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.  contrii.  The  question  turns 
opon  the  true  construction  of  stat.  2  &  3  Fkt.  c.  37-  The 
dealings  between  the  defendant  and  the  bankrupt  were 
contracts  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  above  the 
Mm  of  JO/*,  within  the  meaning  of  the  1st  section  of  that 
statute,  and  are  therefore  valid  notwithstanding  the  rate  of 
interest  taken  exceeded  51.  per  cent.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  particular  facts  of  this  case  to  take  it  out  of  the  opera- 
non  of  that  statute.  The  mere  fact  of  the  defendant  being 
a  pawnbroker,  and  that  the  loan  was  made  on  the  deposit 
of  goods  by  way  of  pledge,  can  make  no  difference.     It 
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differs  totally  from  that  class  of  cases  where  the  advanoes 
have  been  split  into  sums  of  10/.,  and  it  has  been  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  whether  this  was  so  done  coiourably  for 
the  purposes  of  obtaining  pawnbroker's  interest.  But  here 
the  advances  were  all  far  above  the  limit  to  which  the  pi^ 
visions  of  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act  apply.  The  acts  wkich 
have  been  referred  to  on  the  other  side  are  not  now  in  force; 
of  these  the  important  one  is  statute  30  Geo.  2,  c  £4.  The 
provisions  with  respect  to  duplicates  in  that  statute  are 
repealed,  and  all  its  provisions  are  applicable  to  advances 
in  small  sums,  and  the  preamble  of  stat.  24  Geo.  S,  c  4%^ 
recites  it  as  applying  to  loans  not  exceeding  10/*  This  and 
the  succeeding  statutes  enable  pawnbrokers  to  take  higher 
interest  than  5t.  per  cent  upon  advances  not  exceeding  lOL, 
but  subjects  them  to  certain  regulations.  Looking  at  the 
6th  section  of  stat.  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  in  reference  to  the  2  & 
3  Vict.  c.  37,  it  appears  that  persons  lending  money  on  the 
deposit  of  goods  by  way  of  pledge  in  sums  not  exceeding 
10/.9  and  taking  the  interest  allowed  by  the  act,  are  bonndl 
to  comply  with  its  provisions,  but  that  these  do  not  apply  if 
legal  interest  only  is  taken,  whatever  the  amount  advancecL 
Therefore,  before  the  statute  of  the  2  &  3  Vici.  c.  37,  ndk 
vances  above  10/.  were  not  within  the  Pawnbrokera'  Ac^ 
if  legal  interest  only  were  taken,  and  otherwise  void  alto- 
gether; and  since  the  statute  such  advances  are  not  within 
the  Pawnbrokers'  Act,  although  usurious  interest  be  taken. 
Therefore  every  advance  of  above  10/.  upon  a  deposit  of 
goods  by  way  of  pledge  is  now  without  the  Pawnbrokerai' 
Act,  whatever  rate  of  interest  may  be  taken ;  but  the  ati^ 
tute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  leaves  the  case  of  the  advance  of 
money  on  pledges  in  sums  not  exceeding  10/.  to  be  dealt 
with  by  the  law  as  it  stood  before ;  if  usurious  interest  is 
taken,  the  provisions  of  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act  must  be 
complied  with.  The  word  profit  in  the  2d  section  of  the 
Pawnbrokers'  Act  means  something  beyond  interest  for 
money,  and  all  the  sections  of  the  act  shew  this  to  be  con- 
fined to  advances  not  exceeding  10/.    Thus  section  17  au^ 
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Ihorises  the  sale  of  pledges  deemed  to  be  forfeited,  and 
caacts  that  all  goods  and  chattels  which  shall  be  pawned 
or  pledged  shall  be  deemed  to  be  forfeited,  and  may  be 
soM  at  the  expiration  of  a  year.  It  then  directs  that  certain 
regulations  shall  be  observed  on  the  sale  of  pledges  on 
which  a  sum  above  lOs.  but  not  exceeding  10/.  has  been 
advanced,  but  is  silent  as  to  the  rest  If  the  construction 
contended  for  on  the  other  side  is  correct,  these  regulations 
would  not  apply  to  the  case  of  the  sale  of  pledges,  on 
which  a  larger  sum  than  10/.  had  been  advanced.  Again, 
die  words  ''  principal  money  and  profit  aforesaid/'  in  the 
£Oth  section,  are  clearly  only  applicable  to  the  same  ex- 
pression in  the  2d  section,  and  must  be  confined  to  the 
profit  allowed  to  be  taken  upon  advances  not  exceeding 
10/.  In  FergusaoH  v.  Norman  (a)  the  defendant  claimed  to 
retain  the  goods  on  pledge  for  securing  more  than  legal 
interest,  without  having  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Pawnbrokers'  Act.  Coitman  J.  there  says,  **  The  defend- 
ant must  be  considered  to  have  received  the  goods  as  a 
pawnbroker.  Now  a  pawnbroker  is  a  person  who  lends 
money  on  usurious  interest  and  on  interest  that  prirn^  facie 
would  be  illegal."  But  taking  more  than  5/.  per  cent,  is 
not  now  an  illegal  act;  nor  since  the  statute  of  2  &  d  Vict. 
c  37,  is  a  contract  to  pay  15/.  per  cent,  on  a  loan  of  more 
than  10/.  primal  facie  illegal;  nor  is  it  requisite  to  protect 
such  a  transaction  by  shewing  that  the  party  to  it  was  a 
pawnbroker,  and  that  he  had  complied  with  the  Pawnbro- 
kers' Act,  and  unless  the  contract  is  invalid  the  defendant 
ii  clearly  entitled  to  the  possession  of  goods.  [Patteson  J. 
referred  to  the  case  of  Tregoning  v.  Atteriborough  {a).'] 
There  the  contract  was  illegal. 

M.  Chambers  in  reply.  The  provisions  in  the  24  Geo.  3, 
c  42,  and  the  subsequent  acts  which  regulate  the  rates  of 
profit  to  be  taken  on  advances  by  pawnbrokers  not  exceed- 
ing 10/.,  refer  only  to  those  cases  where  the  parties  pledging 

(a)  5  Bing.  N.  S.  76.  {b)  7  Bing.  97. 
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had  a  summary  remedy,  under  the  30  Geo,  %  c.  £4,  8.  JO, 
for  the  redemption  of  their  goods,  on  payment  of  the  prin* 
cipaly  interest  and  warehouse  room,  but  the  6th  section 
extends  to  all  advances  by  a  person  assuming  to  act  as  • 
pawnbroker.  The  1st  section  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37f 
does  not  apply  to  pawnbrokers,  and  the  proviso  in  the  Sd 
section  expressly  guards  against  the  interference  of  the  sta- 
tute  with  the  acts  for  regulating  pawnbrokers.  This  is  a 
pawnbroking  transaction,  and  the  neglect  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  6th  section  of  the  act  renders  the  con- 
tract illegal,  the  defendant  being  a  pawnbroker.  The  %  & 
3  Vict,  renders  valid  contracts  of  loan  though  more  than 
51.  per  cent,  may  be  taken  for  the  interest,  but  if  more 
than  bl.  per  cent,  is  taken  on  the  deposit  of  goods  by  way 
of  pledge  by  a  pawnbroker,  he  must  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  6th  section  of  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows : — This  was  an  action  of  trover,  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  against  a  pawnbroker,  to  recover 
valuable  articles  pledged  with  defendant  by  the  bankrupt, 
before  his  bankruptcy  in  1841,  on  loans  of  more  than  \0L, 
reserving  more  than  51.  per  cent,  interest,  but  without  enter- 
ing them  in  a  book,  in  conformity  with  stat.  39  8c  40  Geo.  3, 
c,  99»  8.  6. 

The  plea  was,  that  plaintiff  was  not  possessed.  A  spe- 
cial case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  but, 
though  it  contained  some  other  particulars,  the  single  fact 
above  mentioned  was  alone  sufficient  to  raise  the  questions 
of  law  which  were  argued  before  us  as  to  the  application 
to  that  fact  of  statutes  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99  and  2  &  3  Vici. 
c.  37. 

The  former,  usually  called  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act,  follow* 
ing  statutes  30  Geo.  2,  c.  24  and  24  Geo.  3,  c.  42,  allows 
pawnbrokers  20/.  per  cent,  interest  on  goods  pawned.    All 
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these  acts  prescribe  the  rate  of  interest  on  certain  loans, 
the  scale   oot   rising   above    10/.,  as  if  it  was  uniformly 
assumed  that  a  larger  sum  could  never  be  borrowed  at 
ooe  time,  at  least  of  a  pawnbroker,  on  a  pledge  of  goods. 
Some  other  enactments  may  indeed  raise  an  argument  that 
this  limitation  was  not  intended,  but  we  think  all  question 
00  this  point  is  removed  by  the  judicial  construction  which 
the  act  has  received  from  Lord  Tenterden  in  Cowie  v.  Har^ 
TO  (a),  and  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Tregoning 
^.  Attenborough{b),     Conformably  with  these  decisions,  we 
hold  that  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act  does  not  apply  to  loans  of 
more  than  10/.     Then  the  loan  being  such  as  the  usury 
laws  declare  void,  the  question  arises  whether  it  is  pro- 
tected by  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37.     We  have  fully  considered  that 
act,  with  all  those  that  have  preceded  it,  namely,  3  8c  4 
WUL  4,  c.  9S,  s.  7,  which  repealed  the  usury  laws  as  affect- 
ing bills  and  notes  made  payable  at  three  months,  or  which 
had  only  three  months   to  run,  and  7  WUL  4  &  1  Fid-, 
which  extended  the  term  of  three  months  to  twelve.    The 
act  now  under  consideration  extended  these  provisions  to 
loans  without  bills  or  notes.     Two  later  statutes  have  pro- 
longed its  operation  to  the  Ist  of  next  July,  but  they  supply 
DO  argument  on  this  point.     The  act  of  2  &  3  Fict.  was  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  transactions  now  under  our  consi- 
deration, and,  without  entering  into  a  lengthened  discussion 
of  all  that  may  be  urged  on  either  side  as  to  the  probable 
iotentioo  of  the  legislature,  we  hold  that  the  loans  in  ques- 
tiou  are  within  the  protection  of  that  act,  and  that  during 
its  continuance  usurious   loans  without  real  security  are 
lawful.     The  Court  of  Exchequer  pronounced  the  same 
opinion  in  the  late  case  of  Turquand  v.  Mostdon  (c).     We 
entirely   agree,    feeling   the  words  of  the  enactment  too 
strong  to  be  overcome.     Our  judgment  must  therefore  be 
for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
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(a)  Moodj  &  M.  141.        (6)  7  Bing.  97.        (c)  7  M.  &  W.  504. 
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Saivrdt^,  The  QuECN  V.  PrEECE. 

June  S4M. 

The  Court  of    THIS  was  a  rule  for  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
Siirno?^?  warranto,  against  Richard  Matthias  Preece,  to  shew  by 

discretion         what  authority  he  held  the  office  of  mayor  of  the  borough 

grant  a  rule  ^ 

for  an  ipfoiw      of  Caernarvon. 

mation  in  the        j,^q  ^^o  erounds,  stated  in  the  rule  nisi,  on  which  reli- 

nature  of  a  o  » 

quo  warranto    ance  was  placed,  were,   1.  That  Mr.  Pr^ec^  was  not  duly 

mayor'of  a       e*«cted  an  alderman  of  the  said  borough  (the  grounds  of 

borough, where  which  objection  were  stated  at  length,  but  which  it  is  un- 

j!bj4i?ontr^    necessary  to  report).     2.  That  Mr.  Preece  did  not,  within 

his  title  is  that  the  time  limited  by  the  statute,  take  upon  himself  the  office 
he  was  unduly      _  ,•,,.•       i       i    i    i/»  •     j 

elected  aldei^    of  mayor,  or  make  the  declaration  m  that  behalf  required 

man,  such         y^y  the  Statute, 
election  hav-        "^ 
ing  taken 

^nt^the  Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.  and  Kel/y  shewed  cause,  and 

months  before   took  a  preliminary  objection,  that,  as  regarded  the  first  objec- 

moved  for;       ^^^n,  the  rule  nisi  did  not  comply  with  the  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T* 

there  being  no  7  &,  8  Geo.  4,  by  which  it  is  ordered,  "  that  from  hence- 

special  cii^ 

cumstances       forth  the  objection  intended  to  be  made  to  the  title  of  the 

cl)uit"trinter-  defendant  shall  be  specified  in  the  rule  to  shew  cause,** 

fere.  and  that  no  objection  not  so  specified  shall  be  raised  by 

of  his  elec-      ^^^  prosecutor  without  special  leave.     The  objections  here 

tion,"  within  taken  are  to  the  title  of  the  defendant  as  alderman.  They 
five  days  of  .         .  .       •  1  •       •  .  x 

which  the         ^^Yf  ^^  m&y  "ot,  be  objections  to  his  title  as  mayor,     it 

mayor  elect  is  j^^,  ^^t  appear  on  the  face  of  the  rule  that  the  qualifica- 
required,  by        ,  ^"^  ... 

6  &  7  WilL  4,  tion  on  which   he  was  elected  mayor  was  his  qualification 

to  "accept*      ^  alderman.     The  mayor  may  be  elected  from  the  coun- 

such  office,  by 

making  and  subscribing  the  declaration/'  means  notice  acquired  either  by  being  present 
at  the  election,  or  by  official  notification ;  where,  therefore,  it  appeared  that  the  par^ 
elected  had  no  notice  of  either  of  these  descriptions,  but  had  received  informatioo  olf 
his  election  in  a  private  manner,  it  was  held  tnat  he  was  not  bound  to  subscribe  the 
declaration  within  five  days  of  being  so  informed. 

Where  a  quo  warranto  is  applied  for  against  a  mayor,  the  ground  specified  in  the  rule 
nisi  being  that  he  was  unduly  elected  alderman^  this  is  not  such  a  statement  of  objec- 
tion as  to  be  defective  under  the  rule  H.  T.  7  &  8  Geo.  4  that  <<  the  objection  intended 
to  be  made  to  the  title  of  the  defendant  shall  be  specified  in  the  rule  to  shew  cause," 
if  it  appear  fn)m  the  affidavits  that  his  title  as  mayor,  which  is  challenged,  was  founded 
upon  his  title  as  alderman. 
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cillors :  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  8.  49.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
The  Court  can  look  at  the  affidavits,  to  see  whether  the 
objection  taken  in  the  rule  is  really  pointed  at  the  defend- 
ant's title  as  mayor.]  At  all  events  this  Court,  in  the  exer- 
cbe  of  its  discretionary  power,  will  consider  this  application 
IS  made  too  late.  The  provisions  of  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict. 
c  7B,  s.  23,  limit  applications  for  quo  warranto  informa- 
tioDs  to  twelve  calendar  mouths.  Mr.  Preece  is  therefore 
inremoveable  from  his  office  of  alderman.  Clearly  this 
statute  ought  in  principle  to  extend  to  his  office  of  mayor 
abo,  otherwise  this  absurdity  must  follow,  that  he  will  be 
remitted  from  his  office  of  mayor  to  that  of  alderman  by 
the  force  of  those  very  arguments,  which  shew  that  his 
election  aa  alderman  is  invalid.  It  is  true  that  in  Rex  v. 
Siokes{d)  (under  the  statute  of  32  Geo.  3,  c.58,  s.  J,  which 
fixed  six  years  as  the  limitation),  the  Court  made  the  rule 
absolute  for  a  quo  warranto  for  exercising  a  derivative 
office  upon  a  defect  of  title  to  the  first,  which  was  of  more 
tkaa  six  years'  standing.  But  the  case  does  not  appear 
to  have  proceeded  farther,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
precedent  controlling  the  discretion  which  this  Court 
potsessea:  Rex  v.  Stacey{b),  Rex  v.  Brookes  {c),  Reg.  v. 
Hodsonid). 

As  to  the  second  point,  the  facts  appear  from  the  affida- 
Tits  to  be  these :  that  Mr.  Preece  was  elected  mayor  on  the 
9th  November^  1842,  being  at  that  time  in  London ;  that 
so  or  aboot  the  lltb  of  November,  while  still  in  London, 
he  was  informed  by  letters  from  his  family  in  Caernarvon 
of  the  fact  of  his  election ;  that  he  returned  to  Caernarvon 
OB  the  2Sd,  and  had  no  other  notice  of  his  election  until 
the  25ih,  when  it  was  formally  notified  to  him  by  the  town 
deriLy  and  he  made  the  declaration  on  the  28th.  Under 
these  cifcojnstances  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  **  had  notice" 
of  his  election,  within  the  meaning  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 

(«)  S  Biao.  k,  S.  71.  (c)  8  a  &  C.  dSO. 

{h)  1  T.  E.  1.  (rf)  11  Law  J.  (N.S.)  Q.B.  219. 
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1B43.  tributes  neither  to  the  independence  of  the  officer^  nor 
to  the  harmony  of  corporations,  if  such  objections  arc 
allowed  to  be  kept  in  reserve,  and  brought  forward  in^caae 
the  conduct  of  the  officer  is  displeasing  to  the  objector,  or 
he  aspires,  as  he  has  a  right  to  do,  to  some  higher  oflSce. 
No  inconvenience  can  result  to  others  from  the  present 
mayor  retaining  his  office,  as  the  1st  section  of  the  7  WilL  4 
&  1  Vict,  c.  78,  makes  him  a  good  presiding  officer  at  all 
corporate  meetings  for  election  of  others,  at  which  the 
mayor  ought  to  preside ;  nor  could  any  benefit  result  from 
the  rule  being  made  absolute,  as  no  judgment  of  ouster 
could,  with  the  utmost  diligence,  be  obtained  against  him, 
till  within  a  very  few  days  of  the  expiration  of  his  year  of 
office. 

Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  we  think  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Sir  Augustus  Brydges  Henniker,  Baronet,  and  others 
V.  Lionel  Wigg,  Neriah  Wigg,  the  elder,  Nebiah 
WiGG,  the  younger,  Herbert  Wigg,  and  Edward 
Wigg. 

Debt  on  a  bond,  dated  the   10th  January,   1837*  for 
June  iird.     ^OOOL     Tiie  defendants  set  out  the  bond  on  oyer,  the  con- 
In  an  ordinary  dition  of  which   was  for   payment  by  the  defendants  of 

count"L"first  ^^^'-  ^^  ^^^  plaintiffs,  with  interest  for  the  same  at  and 
item  of  the 

debit  side  is  discharged  by  the  first  item  on  the  credit  side.  But  where  the  plaind£& 
Mvcre  bankers,  and  one  of  the  defendants  upon  opening  an  account  with  them  had  bor* 
rowed  of  them  1000/.,  for  wiiich  he,  together  with  the  other  defendants,  became  bound 
to  the  plaintiffs,  with  a  condition  for  repayment  with  interest  by  a  certain  day,  and 
continued  afterwards  to  pay  in  and  draw  out  money  upon  the  usual  footing  of  m 
banker*s  accouut;  and  the  first  sum  entered  to  his  debit  on  the  account  was  partly 
made  up  of  tlie  1000/.,  to  secure  which  the  bond  had  been  given.  Held,  on  a  plea  of 
solvit  post  diem,  that  the  bond  was  not  satisfied  by  sums  subsequently  paid  in  exceed- 
ing in  amount  the  1000/.,  it  not  being  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  first  item  of 
the  debit  side  should  be  reduced  by  the  first  item  of  the  credit  side,  but  that  the  bond 
should  stand  to  secure  the  plaintiffs  against  such  advances  as  they  should  from  time  to 
time  make  to  the  defendant. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  VI  VICT.  161 

ifter  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  anoum,  on  or  before  iSiS. 
the  6Ui  day  of  April  then  next  ensuing,  and  pleaded, 
Ut,  non  est  factum ;  Snd«  payment  after  the  said  6th  day 
of  April  in  said  condition  mentioned,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  ftSth  day  of 
September,  1837,  of  the  said  sum  of  1000/.,  together  with 
all  interest  then  due  thereon. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.,  at  the  sitting  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1841,  when 
a  ▼erdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  upon  a  case,  of  which  the  material  facts  are 
as  follow : 

The  plaintiffs  were  trustees  of  the  East  of  England 
Bank,  and  had  a  branch  establishment  at  Saxmundhani,  in 
Suffolk.  Lionel  Wigg,  the  principal  debtor,  before  open- 
bg  any  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  had  an  account  with 
the  National  Provincial  Bank  at  Halesworth,  and  owed 
them  a  balance.  He  applied  to  the  plaintiffs,  through  their 
manager  of  the  Saxmundham  branch  of  their  bank,  for  a 
aedit  of  1000/.,  which  he  said  he  wanted  to  pay  off  the 
balance  at  the  other  bank.  He  had  previously  requested 
an  adTance  of  £000/.  The  plaintiffs  declined  to  advance 
the  2000/.,  but  offered  to  advance  him  1000/.  on  his 
giving  sureties  to  that  amount.  He  said  his  father,  Neriah 
Ftg^  the  elder,  and  his  brothers,  the  other  defendants, 
had  agreed  to  join  him  in  the  bond  which  he  and  one  of 
the  other  defendants  {Herbert  Wigg)  executed  on  the  10th 
January.  The  other  defendants  executed  it  on  the  12th 
of  the  same  month. 

Lionel  ffigg  paid  into  the  plaintiffs'  bank  the  several 
nuns  of  85/.  on  the  3rd  January,  196/.  105.  on  the  7tb, 
SSL  5i.  on  the  11th,  and  102/.  on  the  12th. 

On  the  10th  he  drew  a  check  on  the  plaintiffs'  bank  in 
&?oar  of  the  National  Provincial  Bank  for  1294/.  65.  in 
the  name  of  Riches,  which  was  paid  at  the  branch  of  the 
plaintiffs'  bank  at  Halesworth,  on  the  11th,  to  the  National 
Provincial  Bank. 
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It  did  not  appear  that  arter  this  period  Lionel  Wigg 
kept  any  longer  an  account,  or  had  any  further  transactions 
with  the  National  Provincial  Bank,  but  down  to  the  18th 
September,  1840,  he  continued  to  keep  a  banking  account 
with  the  plaintiffs. 

A  pass  book  was  kept  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Lionel 
Wigg,  in  which  the  payments  made  by  him  were  entered 
to  his  credit,  and  the  checks  drawn  by  him  were  entered 
to  his  debit. 

The  commencement  of  the  account  in  the  pass  book 
was  as  follows : — 

The  East  of  England  Bank,  Saxmundham,  in  account  with 
Mr,  Lionel  Wigg. 


1837. 

£ 

f .  d. 

1837. 

£ 

f .  d. 

Jnn.  3, 

By  Cash  . 

.      85 

0  0 

Jan 

18, 

To  Riches   .  1294 

6  0 

r, 

Ditto     . 

.     196 

10  0 

IS, 

Moore    .      SO 

16  0 

11, 

Ditto      . 

.      35 

5  0 

ir, 

Richardson    16 

12  6 

18, 

Ditto 

.       72 

0  0 

Id, 

Coleman       59 

0  0 

Ditto      . 

.       30 

0  0 

Riches    .    100 

0  0 

17, 

Ditto     . 

.     449 

0  0 

26, 

Ditto     . 

.       68 

0  0 

In  the  pass  book  and  ledger  no  distinction  was  made 
between  cash  and  bills,  but  bills  not  due  were  entered  as 
cash.  The  first  rest  in  the  account  in  the  pass  book  and 
ledger  was  on  the  5th  April,  1837,  when  a  sum  was 
charged  for  interest.  This  latter  sum  included  interest  on 
the  daily  advances  in  the  usual  way,  and  also  the  amount 
of  discount  on  the  bills  paid  in  by  Lionel  Wigg  and  en- 
tered in  the  pa^s  book  and  ledger  as  cash,  (such  discount 
being  computed  from  the  day  at  which  the  bills  were  paid 
in  until  they  became  due). 

There  were  similar  rests  and  charges  for  interest  and 
discount  as  before  mentioned  every  April  and  October 
during  the  whole  time  that  the  account  was  running. 

On  some  occasions  (bills  being  entered  as  cash  in  man- 
ner aforesaid)  the  balance  appeared  in  the  ledger  and  pass 
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book  to  be  in  favour  of  Liotul  Wigg  to  an  amount  ex-        1843. 

ceeding  the  whole  amount  payable  for  discount  since  the     ,,     ^^ 
,T  Heumiker 

preceding  rest.  9. 

The  balance  due  from  him  at  the  time  of  his  failure  Wioo. 
md  the  close  of  his  account  on  the  18th  September,  1840, 
was  1505/.  \7s.  lid.,  which  sum  remains  due  to  the  bank. 
The  total  amount  of  monies  received  from  him  by  the 
bank  from  time  to  time  during  the  account  exceeded 
159/XX)/.  More  than  1000/.  had  been  entered  to  his 
aedit  before  the  expiration  of  the  month  of  January  in 
which  the  bond  was  given,  and  more  than  1700/.  before 
the  first  rest  on  the  5th  of  the  following  April. 

In  September,  1840,  the  defendants,  Lionel  fVigg  and 
Herbert  Wigg,  came  to  the  plaintiffs'  bank,  and  Herbert 
Wigg  said,  in  Lionel  Wigg*s  presence,  that  he  hoped  the 
bank  would  not  stop  his  brother  Lionel,  as  the  bank  had 
the  security  of  the  bond  for  1000/.,  but  the  manager  of  the 
bink  replied,  that  the  account  could  not  go  on.  The  ac- 
count then  ceased.  In  the  October  following  the  defend- 
ants, Neriah  Wigg  and  Edward  Wigg,  called  at  the  bank, 
they  said  they  were  aware  they  were  liable  to  pay  1000/, 
OD  their  bond,  but  they  hoped  the  bank  would  not  press 
very  bard,  but  wait  two  or  three  years.  The  manager 
taid,  **  certainly  there  would  be  no  objection."  Tiiey  said, 
"  the  sooner  we  can  settle  the  better,  as  the  interest  is 
niuning." 

On  the  7th  November  following,  Neriah  Wigg  wrote  to 
the  manager  of  the  plaintiffs*  bank  the  following  letter. 
"  Thomas  Mayhew,  Esq. 

''Sir — You  will  oblige  me  by  informing  me  the 
UDOunt  of  the  bond,  and  interest  upon  the  same,  charged 
to  me  and  brothers,  by  return  of  post. 

Waogford,  "  I  am,  Sir,  yours  respectfully. 

Not.  7,  1840.  "  Neriah  Wi^r 

To  which  Mr,  Mayhew,  the  manager,  returned  the  follow* 
ing  answer. 
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"  East  of  England  Bank,  Saxmundham, 
^^:Z^  "Nov.  9.  1840. 

^ «.  "  Sir — 1  have  received  your  letter  of  the  7th  instant,  in 

answer  to  which  I  beg  to  say,  that  the  amount  of  the  bond 
is  1000/.,  and  the  interest  thereon  193/. 

*'  Mr.  Neriah  Wigg.  "  Thomas  MayhewJ' 

The  amount  of  principal  and  interest  then  due  on  the 
bond«  supposing  it  not  to  have  been  paid,  was  1193^ 
After  the  date  of  this  letter  Neriah  Wigg  called  at  the  bank 
again,  and  said  he  was  aware  he  was  liable  for  principal^ 
but  he  was  doubtful  whether  he  was  liable  for  interest. 

At  the  trial  it  was  contended  by  the  defendants'  counsel^ 
that  the  payments  into  the  bank  made  by  Lionel  Wigg 
from  time  to  time  had  discharged  the  bond,  and  those 
payments  proved  the  plea  of  payment,  but  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel  contended  that  the  whole  principal  and  interest 
secured  by  the  bond  remained  due  upon  it. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  plea  of  payment  was  proved  by  the  facts  above  stated  ; 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plea  of  payment 
was  not  proved,  then  the  verdict  to  stand  for  the  plaintiflEs 
on  that  plea  as  aforesaid.  But,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
a  contrary  opinion,  then  a  verdict  on  that  plea  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendants. 

Kelljf  for  the  plaintiffs,  {a)  The  question  for  the  Court 
is  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  this  case,  the  defendants 
have  proved  their  plea  of  solvit  post  diem,  which  depends 
upon  whether  one  or  more  payments  have  been  made  in 
satisfaction  of  the  bond.  The  date  of  the  bond  is  the  10th 
of  January,  and  the  condition  is  for  repayment  of  the  money 
lent  on  the  5th  of  April  following.  If  all  sums  entered  to 
the  credit  of  Lionel  Wigg  are  to  be  considered  as  payments 
on  account  of  the   bond,  on  the  principle  in   Clmyton*s 

(a)  This  case  was  argued  during      Denman  C.  J.,  Pattetofif  WiUimm 
the  Term  (May  30),  before  Lord      and  Coleridge  Js. 


TRINITY  VACATION,  VI  VICT.  1G5 

case,  (a)  that  the  first  sum  paid  in  is  the  first  drawn  out,         1843. 
the  bankiog  account  will  shew  that  the  bond  was  paid 
before  it  was  due.    But  it  cannot  be  contended  that  one  of 
the  obligors  by  paying  money  into  the  banking  account 
discharged  the  bond  before  it  was  due ;  if  so,  by  which 
payment  cue  or  niore^  was  it  discharged  i     But  even  this 
will  iiot  prove  the  plea  of  solvit  post  diem.     [Coleridge  J. 
At  one  time  the  balance  was  turned.]     The  question  is 
whether  the  bond  was  not  given  as  a  security  for  the  float- 
ing balance.   The  plaintiffs  may  be  entitled  to  no  damages, 
or  there  might  have  been  a  special  plea  to  meet  the  case^ 
but  oo  the  mere  plea  of  payment  the  defendants  cannot 
succeed,  because  at  one  period  of  the  account  the  balance 
was  turned.  The  payments  before  the  bond  was  due  could 
not  satisfy  the  bond  unless  such  were  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  the  payments  after  the  bond  became  due  were 
upon  the  aame  footing  as  those  before.      In  order  to  be  in 
discharge  of  the  bond  they  must  have  been  expressly  made 
for  that  purpose,  or  such  intention  must  have  been  implied 
from  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties.     Did  the 
defendant  Lionet  Wigg  consider  the  sums  paid  into  his 
account  as  deposits  or  as  payments  on  account  of  the  bond ; 
or  might  not  the  bankers  have  stipulated  that  the  sums  paid 
io  by  the  customer  should  operate  in  reduction  of  the  sum 
for  which  the  bond  was  security^  but  not  in  discbarge  of 
the  bond  i    But  if  this  might  be  the  case,  the  only  question 
is  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.      Now,  after  the  pay- 
SMots  had  been  made,  two  of  the  defendants  state  that  they 
were  net  made  in  payment  of  the  bond.     Clayton* s  case 
vili  be  relied  on  on  the  other  side,  but  that  case  and  all  the 
others  are  in  truth  decided  upon  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  acts  of  the  parties.      In  Pease  v.  Hirst  {b)  credit 
had  been  given  by  the  bankers  to  the  customer  upon  the 
joint  note  of  three  persons,  and  the  sum  advanced  carried  to 
his  credit  in  his  pass  book  and  interest  charged  to  him  upon 
it  hal^yeariy,  but  the  customer  had  at  one  time  in  the 
(•)  1  Mer.  e04.  (6)  10  B.  &  C.  122. 


166 


1843. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  S  BENCH, 

hands  of  his  bankers  a  balance  exceeding  the  amount  of 
the  note.  There  Bay  ley,  J.  says,  "  it  was  contended  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  bound  to  consider  the  debt  due  on  the 
note  as  paid  and  wiped  off  by  that  balance.  It  does  not 
appear  that  that  was  a  cash  balance,  but,  if  it  had  been,  the 
bankers  would  not  have  been  bound  to  apply  it  in  payment 
of  the  note.  It  would  be  directly  contrary  to  the  intention 
for  which  the  note  was  given  that  it  should  be  paid  off  by 
the  first  money  of  Jonathan  Hirst  which  came  to  the  hands 
of  the  banker."  [Palteson  J.  In  that  case  the  banker  had 
credited  the  customer  with  the  sum  advanced,  and  the  cash 
balance  partly  consisted  of  that.]  If  this  is  payment,  every 
payment  must  be  applied  to  the  earliest  item  of  account; 
but  the  rule  in  Clayton's  case  (a)  is  only  one  of  inference 
drawn  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  there  says,  *^  In  such  a  case  there  is  no  room  for  any 
other  appropriation  than  that  which  arises  from  the  order 
in  which  the  receipts  and  payments  take  place.  Presmnably, 
it  is  the  sum  first  paid  in  which  is  first  drawn  out.  It  is 
the  first  item  on  the  debit  side  of  the  account  that  is  dia* 
charged  or  reduced  by  the  first  item  on  the  credit  side.** 
Here,  the  Court  are  to  say  whether  they  will  infer,  fronn  the 
mere  fact  of  the  payment  of  sums  to  the  customer's  account 
with  the  bank,  that  the  payments  were  made  in  discharge 
of  a  separate  security,  to  which  others  besides  the  customer 
were  parties.  In  Bodenham  v.  Purchas  (6)  the  separate 
transactions  were  blended,  and  the  Court  drew  from  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  their  judgment  as  to  their  intention. 
Here,  after  the  payments  have  been  made,  the  parties  come 
and  admit  the  existence  of  the  security  and  ask  for  further 
time ;  thus  it  is  clear,  that,  admitting  the  balance  to  have 
been  at  the  time  turned,  yet  the  bond  was  given  as  a 
security  for  the  floating  balance,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  en* 
titled  to  recover. 


Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.  contri.— The  doctrine  in  Clayton's 
(a)  1  Mer,  604.  (6)  9  B.  &  Aid.  39. 
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case(a)  is  that,  where  there  are  separate  accounts,  the  ques-         i843. 
tioo  of  appropriation  arises,  but  where  there  is  onlj  one 
sccouot  there  is  no  room  to  inquire  into  the  intention  of 
the   parUes,    but   the   act   of   payment   is   appropriation. 
Bodenkam  v.  Purchas{b)  was  the  case  of  a  bond  to  guarantee, 
and  then  a  change  of  firm,  and  the  guarantee  there  was 
held  to  be  discharged.     But  this  is  a  common  bond  for 
the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  advanced  to  the  customer 
to  enable  him  to  remove  his  account  from  the  National 
Provincial  Bank,  and  pay  off  what  he  owed  them,  with  a 
Tiew  to  bis  opening  an  account  with  the  plaintiffs.     The 
money  was  advanced  upon  his  giving  the  security,  and  the 
1000/.  put  to  his  debit  in  his  banking  account.     It  is  im- 
possible to  treat  this  transaction  as  a  dealing  on  two  sepa- 
rate accounts.     The  mode  of  charging  the  interest  and  of 
keeping  the  account  shews  it  was  not  so.     It  was  not 
1000/.  lent  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  joint 
bond  of  himself  and  his  co-obligors,  and  then  placed  to  his 
credit  in  the  banking  account,  but  a  mere  entry  of  a  sum 
to  his  debit  in  the  banking  account,  of  which  the  1000/. 
lent  on  the  bond  forms  part.     In  Bodenbam  v.  Purc/ias{b) 
Bayley  J.  says,  "  where  there  are  distinct  accounts  and  a 
general  payment,  and  no  appropriation  made  at  the  time 
of  such  payment  by  the  debtor,  the  creditor  may  apply 
such  payment  to  which  account  he  pleases,  but  where  the 
tccounts  are  treated  as  one  entire  account  by  all  parties 
that  rule  does  not  apply."     That  was  the  case  here,  the 
iDoney  for  which  the  bond  was  a  security  was  blended 
with  the  other  items  of  the  banking  account,  and  interest 
charged  upon  that  principle,  and  they  formed  one  entire 
account.     In  Pease  v.  Hirst{c)  credit  was  given  to  the  cus- 
tomer io  his  pass  book  for  the  money  advanced  on  the 
note  and  interest  charged  to  him  upon  it  yearly,  the  accounts 
being  kept  distinct.     But  here  the  1000/.  was  never  en- 
tered to  the  credit  side  of  the  customer's  account,  or  in*- 
terest  charged  upon  it  distinct  from  what  was  due  on  the 

(a)  t  Mer.  604.  (6)  2  B.  &  Aid.  39.  (c)  10  6.  &  C.  192. 
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balance  of  the  banking  account.  It  is  not  contended  tb»t 
the  sums  paid  in  by  Lionel  fVigg  are  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  bond,  but  that  the  amount  of  the  bond  being 
placed  on  the  debit  side  of  the  account  was  paid  by  the  suina 
paid  to  his  credit,  and  this  is  an  answer  to  the  objection  that 
the  bond  was  paid  before  it  was  due.  The  bond  was  not 
paid  before  it  was'due^but  the  money  borrowed  on  the  bond 
was  repaid  before  the  bond  became  due,  and  the  obligeea 
were  bound  to  apply  it  in  discharge  of  the  bond  as  sood  at 
the  day  of  payment  arrived.  The  important  distinction  is, 
that  the  accounts  in  Pease  v.  Hirst  (a)  were  kept  distinct. 
In  Eyton  v.  Knight (b)  advances  had  been  made  by  bankers 
to  their  customers,  and  a  mortgage  executed  to  secure  any 
balance  which  might  exist  against  them  afterwards* 
There  was  a  change  in  the  banking  firm  by  the  death  of 
one  of  the  partners,  and  the  admission  of  a  new  partner,  at 
which  period  there  was  a  balance  against  the  customers, 
which  was  carried  to  their  account  with  the  new  firm,  and 
sums  afterwards  paid  in  more  than  sufficient  to  turn  the 
balance,  and  it  was  held  that  the  balance  was  discharged 
by  those  payments,  and  that  the  mortgage  was  no  securitf 
for  a  balance  subsequently  incurred.  Lord  LangdaU  M.  R. 
there  says,  *^  No  doubt  the  new  firm  might  have  made  such 
application  of  the  money  as  they  thought  fit,  but,  they  having 
made  no  particular  application,  what  application  is  the 
Court  to  make?  It  is  clear  it  is  to  be  applied  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  first  item  of  the  account  carried  on  by  the 
new  firm."  But  at  one  time  there  was  a  balance  in  favour 
of  Lionel  ff'igg.  Could  the  plaintiffs  then  sue  on  the  bond? 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  assumes  that  they  could, 
for  the  banking  account  is  said  to  be  a  different  account 
from  the  bond  account,  and  the  payments  into  the  bank 
not  to  have  been  made  on  account  of  the  bond.  As  to 
the  conversations  between  the  plaintiffs  and  two  of  the  de- 
fendants, they  do  not  bear  on  the  case.     None  of  the  de^ 

{a)  10  B.  &  C.  122.  (6)  2  Jur.  p.  8. 
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fendanU  had  anything  to  do  with  the  account  except  i843. 
I^d  Wiggf  and  what  has  been  done  in  respect  of  pay- 
ment must  appear  from  the  terms  of  the  bond,  and  the 
Bianner  io  which  the  account  has  been  kept.  If  the  bond 
has  been  in  fact  paid,  the  conversation  between  two  of  the 
co-obIig<HY  and  the  plaintiffs  cannot  vary  that  fact.  [Paf- 
teson  J.  Mr.  Kelly  puts  it,  that,  if  there  were  only  one  ac- 
oonnt,  the  bond  must  be  taken  to  guarantee  the  balance, 
and  the  sums  paid  in  to  be  only  deposits,  and  not  payments 
OB  aooouot  of  the  bond.]  The  bond  must  speak  for  itself 
as  tothaly  the  condition  would  then  be  different.  [Cole' 
ridge  J.  He  avoids  that  difficulty,  because  the  question 
tarns  on  the  payments,  not  ou  the  bond.]  That  is  putting 
a  different  construction  on  an  ordinary  payment  to  change 
the  condition  of  the  bond,  which  is  an  ordinary  money 
bond,  and  the  account  the  ordinary  account  between  a 
baaker  and  his  customer. 

KeUjf  io  reply.     The  question  is  purely  one  of  fact,  as 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties.     If  the  action  had  been 
broaght  when  no  balance  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
banking  account,  the  question  would  still  have  been  the 
laoie,  and*  unless  the  defendants  could  have  proved  a  pay- 
Bieot  of  the  bond  at  or  after  the  day,  the  plaintiffs  must 
have  recovered  at  law,   but  equity  would   have   relieved 
from  the  bond  in  that  case.     But  the  plea  of  payment  can- 
not apply  when  the  facts  do  not  amount  to  a  payment  at 
bw.     The  sole  question  is,  whether  the  payments  made 
were  made  oo  the  bond  after  the  day  of  payment,  which  is 
pardj  a  question  of  fact,  and  to  be  decided  from  the  con- 
dact  of  the  parties.     The  sums  paid  in  are  not  really  pay- 
ments ;  if  so,  they  must  have  all  been  paid  on  account  of 
the  bond,  but  the  first  was  made  before  the  bond  was  given. 
If  the. defendant,  Lionel  fVigg^  had  said,  I  intend  the  sums 
paid  in  to  be  on  the  ordinary  account,  and  not  on  the  bond, 
then  they  would  clearly  not  have  been  payments.    The 
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1843.  Court  is  to  say  whether  he  does  not  in  fact  say  so  by  his 
course  of  dealing.  The  proof  of  the  plea  is  on  the  defend- 
antSi  and  the  plaintiflFs  are  entitled  to  recover  on  the  bond, 
unless  the  defendants  can  shew  that  they  have  specifically 
discharged  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows : — This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  bond, 
brought  by  the  plaintiffs  as  trustees  of  the  East  of  England 
Bank,  against  the  defendants,  who  severally  executed  the 
said  bond. 

The  condition  (set  out  upon  oyer)  was  simply  for  repay- 
ment of  the  amount  (1000/.)  with  interest,  on  or  before  the 
6th  of  April,  1837;  the  bond  itself  bearing  date  the  pre- 
ceding 10th  of  January. 

The  plea  was  solvit  post  diem,  and  upon  that  the  ques- 
tion arises. 

The  facts  materially  bearing  upon  the  question  are  as 
follow:  Lionel  Wiggj  the  first  named  defendant,  having 
had  dealings  with  '*  The  National  Provincial  Bank,"  and 
being  indebted  to  them,  applied  to  the  plaintiffs'  bank  for 
a  credit  of  1000/.  to  pay  off  the  National  Provincial  Bank. 
That  was  declined,  but  they  agreed  to  advance  the  defend- 
ant 1000/.  upon  the  other  defendants  joining  him  in  a  bond 
to  that  amount,  which  was  accordingly  executed  by  Lionel 
and  Herbert  Wigg  on  the  lOth  of  January,  1837,  and  by 
the  other  defendants  on  the  12th. 

Before  either  of  those  days,  the  first  named  defendant 
had  paid  into  the  plaintiffs'  bank  two  several  sums,  85/.  on 
the  3d  January,  196/.  on  the  7th,  and  on  the  12th  102/. 
He  had  also  paid  S5l.  on  the  1 1th. 

The  defendant  Lionel  Wigg  appears  to  have  ceased 
dealing  with  the  National  Provincial  Bank  after  paying  to 
them  the  sum  of  1294/.  6s.  through  the  plaintiffs'  bank, 
which  said  sum  of  1294/.  6s.  is  the  first  item  on  the  debit 
side  of  his  account  in  the  pass  book  of  Lionel  ^Viggf  via. 
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on  ihe  12tb  of  January,  and  commenced  a  banking  account 

with  the  plaintiffs,  the  first  transaction  being  the  payment 

bj  him  into  their  bank  of  the  said  sums  before  the  date  of  v. 

the  bond,  which  formed  the  first  items  in  his  pass  book  on        ^>uo- 

the  credit  side. 

It  does  not  seem  necessary  to  pursue  minutely  the  details 
of  the  defendant  Liofiel  fVigg^s  account  with  the  plaintiffs, 
because  it  does  appear  that,  between  the  opening  of  his 
accoant  and  his  failure  at  the  close,  on  the  10th  of  September, 
1840,  when  the  balance  was  against  him  1505/.  17^.  1  ^d.^ 
the  balance  had  been  in  his  favour  to  a  greater  amount 
than  was  due  upon  the  bond  for  principal  and  interest. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  the  payments  by  the  defend* 
ant  Lionel  into  the  bank  beyond  the  amount  of  the  bond, 
or  still  more,  the  balances  exceeding  its  amount,  ought  to 
have  been  applied  in  discharge  of  the  bond. 

It  was  contended  that,  as  the  bond  was  executed  by 
some  of  the  defendants  on  the  10th  of  January,  and  by  all 
on  the  J2th,  the  sum  of  1294/.  6s.  above  noticed,  must, 
from  the  date,  have  included  the  1000/.,  to  secure  which 
the  bond  was  given ;  that  the  whole  formed  one  account, 
and  that  an  ordinary  banking  account,  in  which,  according 
to  the  language  of  Sir  IV.  Grant,  ^'  all  the  sums  paid  in 
forai  one  blended  fund,  the  parts  of  which  have  no  longer 
anj  separate  existence,"  and  that  "  it  is  the  first  item  of  the 
debit  side  of  the  account  that  is  discharged  or  reduced  by 
the  first  item  on  the  credit  side  :**  ClaytofCs  case  (a),  and 
Bodenhamv.  Purchas{h),  ni  which  case  the  doctrine  of  Sir 
W.  Grant  was  fully  adopted.  And  it  is  presumed  that, 
generally  speaking,  and  with  reference  to  a  case  like  that 
which  he  was  considering  more  especially,  the  doctrine  of 
that  eminent  judge  admits  of  no  doubt.  But  it  is  equally 
certain  that  a  particular  mode  of  dealing,  and  more  espe- 
cially any  stipulation  between  the  parties,  may  entirely  vary 

(a)  1  Mer.  604,  {b)  3  B.  &  Aid.  39. 
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the  case ;  and  that  would  be  the  effect  in  the  present  in- 
stance, if  it  should  appear  that  this  bond  was  given  to 
secure  the  plaintiffs  against  advances  which  they  might 
from  time  to  time  make  to  the  defendant  Lionel.  That 
would  shew  that  the  amount  of  it  was  not  to  be  brought 
into  account  like  any  other  item,  in  the  manner  supposed 
by  Sir  W.  Grant.  What  was  the  precise  nature  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  giving  the 
bond  does  not  very  distinctly  appear.  But  the  conduct 
and  language  of  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  which 
we  find  detailed  in  the  case,  have  a  strong  bearing  upon 
this  point.  In  the  month  of  September,  1840,  Herbert, 
in  the  presence  of  Lionel  Wigg^  expressed  a  hope  that  the 
bank  would  not  stop  his  brother  Lionel,  as  they  had  the 
security  of  the  bond  for  1000/.  In  October  following, 
the  defendants  Neriah  and  Edward  expressly  avowed  their 
liability  to  pay  1000/.  on  their  bond.  On  the  7th  of 
November  following,  the  defendant  Neriah  wrote  to  the 
manager  a  letter  in  terms  which  admit  his  liability.  And 
the  same  defendant  shortly  afterwards  called  at  the  bank, 
and  said,  '*  he  was  aware  he  was  liable  for  the  principal, 
but  was  doubtful  whether  he  was  liable  for  interest." 

From  this  evidence,  which  is  expressly  submitted  to  our 
consideration,  we  know  not  at  what  conclusion  we  can 
possibly  arrive,  except  that  this  bond  was  given  as  a  con- 
tinuing security,  and  consequently  has  not  been  discharged. 

Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells.  Thursday, 

HRLE  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  prior  to  tho 

mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  the  Bishop  of  Bath  *  ^^  WUL  4, 
.  ^  c76,  the  aty 

and  Wells,  commanding  him  to  grant  a  license  to  William  of  Bath  was 

Cooke  Osborne,  clerk,  to  be  chaplain  of  the  new  gaol  and  b"/t£S°^'^ 

house  of  correction  for  the  city  and  borough  of  Bath,  in  of  the  Mayor, 

the  county  of  Somerset,  and  within  the  diocese  of  the  said  citizens  of  the 

Lord  Bishop,  if  the  said  William  Cooke  Osborne  should  City  of  Bath. 

-         ,  The  charter 

by  him  be  found  to  be  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  such  coouined  the 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  prior  to  the  passing  of  criminal  joris- 
stat  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  70,  the  city  of  Bath  was  incorporated  exercised  by 

by  the  name  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Citizens  of  the  the  recorder 

and  the  corpo- 
City  of  Bath,  and  that  by  the  charter  of  incorporation  under  rate  justices, 

letten-patent  of  the  32nd  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  the  mayor,  I'o"^"^  felonry' 

iMennen  and  common  council  of  the  said  city  had  power  It  also  autho- 

aod  authority  yearly  to  elect  two  of  themselves  to  be  bailiffs  "^  aldermen?^' 

<if  the  said  city  for  one  whole  year,  with  power  to  fill  up  »nd  citizens 

a  facancy  in  the  office  occurring  during  the  year.     The  eie^  ^Jq  of 

charter  also  contained  a  grant  of  a  gaol  in  the  following  f***™**!!!?*  I® 

*,...,,  n  bebaihffsof 

words :  "  And  we  will,  and  by  these  presents  for  us,  our  the  said  city, 

heirs  and  successors,  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  alder-  fhatfh!^aiiiffs 

men  and  citizens  of  the  said  city,  and  to  their  successors,  for  the  time 

that  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  citizens,  and  iheir  sue-  brkeepere  of 

cessors,  shall   and  may  have  within  the  said  city,  or  the  the  gaol  of  the 

liberties  thereof,  a  prison  and  gaol  for  the  preservation  and  the  passing  of 

keeping  of  all  and  singular  prisoners  attached  and  to  be  the  Municipal 

*     '^  .  .  .  .      Corporation 

attached  or  committed  or  adjudged  to  the  prison  or  gaol,  in  Act,  the  new 

any  sort  howsoever,  within  the  liberties  of  the  said  city  or  rec^Td*ihe 

grant  of  a  se- 
parate court  of  quarter  sessions,  with  power  to  try  felonies,  and  certain  persons  were 
appointed  justices  for  the  city  by  commission;  but  the  corporation  still  continued  to 
elect  one  bailiflT,  who  continued  to  be  the  keeper  of  the  gaol,  and  appointed  the  gaoler. 
Iq  1842  a  new  gaol  and  house  of  correction  wa»  built  under  the  provisions  of  the  1  Vict. 
C.71,  to  which  the  town  council  had  appointed  a  chaplain. 

Hdd,  that  the  right  to  appoint  the  chaplain  of  the  new  gaol  and  house  of  correction, 
tinder  statute  2  &  d  Vict.  c.  C6,  s.  15,  was  in  the  town  council,  by  virtue  of  their  autho- 
rity to  appoint  the  keeper  of  the  prison,  and  not  in  the  borough  justices. 


174  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEn's  BENCH, 

1843.        the  precincts  thereof,  or  at  the  sentence,  commandment,  or 
jn     Q  suit  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  or  any  other  person 

y.  whatsoever,  for  any  matter,  cause,  or  thing  which  may  or 

Bath  and*^  ought  to  be  inquired,  prosecuted,  punished  or  determiQcd 
Wells.  in  the  said  city,  there  to  remain  until  they  be  delivered 
according  to  law  :  and  if  any  persons  or  prisoners  shall  be 
arrested  or  committed  to  the  gaol  or  prison  of  the  said  city 
for  any  cause,  matter,  fact  or  offence  which  may  not  or 
ought  not  to  be  inquired,  prosecuted,  or  determined  within 
the  said  city,  that  then  the  mayor,  recorder,  and  such  of  the 
aldermen  of  the  said  city  as  for  the  time  being  shall  be  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  within  the  said  city,  or  any  of  theni,  shall 
and  may  have  full  and  absolute  power  and  authority  to  send 
and  commit  such  persons  or  prisoners  to  the  common  gaol 
of  our  said  sovereign  lady  the  Queen's  Majesty,  her  heirs  and 
successors,  within  the  county  of  Somerset,  there  to  remain 
until  he  or  they  shall  be  thence  delivered  according  to  law : 
and  that  the  bailiffs  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being  may 
and  shall  be  keepers  of  the  gaol  or  prison  of  the  said  city/' 
The  letters-patent  also  contained  a  grant  to  the  aforesaid 
mayor,  aldermen  and  citizens,  and  their  successors,  that 
the  mayor  and  recorder  of  the  said  city,  and  such  two  of  the 
aldermen  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being  as  by  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  common  council  of  the  said  city,  or  the  greater 
part  of  them,  should  be  from  time  to  time  for  ever  in  that 
behalf  nominated  and  elected,  might  and  should  be  jointly 
and  severally  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  same  city,  and  the 
liberties  and  precincts  thereof,  with  power  and  authority  to 
try  certain  misdemeanors  therein  arising,  but  with  no  juris- 
diction  to  try  felonies  committed  in  Bath.  The  charter  also 
contained  the  grant  of  a  court  of  record  fur  the  trial  of  per- 
sonal actions,  to  be  held  before  the  mayor,  recorder,  and 
two  aldermen,  being  justices ;  and  the  said  bailiffs  had  the 
execution  of  warrants  under  that  court.  The  same  charter 
also  contained  the  grant  of  a  court  of  pie  poudre,  to  be 
held  before  the  said  bailiffs ;  and  the  mayor  was  appointed 
coroner  of  the  city  and  liberties.     It  also  appeared  that  from 
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the  graoting  of  the  said  charter  of  incorporation  until  the         184:). 

2Sod  of  September,  1834,  the  ma^or,  aldermen  and  common    rp.    ^  , 

cooncil  of  the  city  did  annually  elect  two  of  themselves  to  v, 

be  bailiffs,  and  that  such  bailiffs  had  always  had  the  care  and  '"SA^n^aTd''^ 

keeping   of  the  gaol  and  the  appointment  of  the   gaoler       Wells. 

thereof  up  to  that  time ;  but  that  since  that  time  it  had  been 

the  custom  for  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  common  council  of 

the  said  city  to  elect  but  one  bailiff,  who  had  always  since 

that  time  acted  as  and  been  keeper  of  the  said  gaol,  and 

had  appointed  the  gaoler  of  the  said  gaol.     It  also  appeared 

that  by  the  municipal  corporation  act  the  metes  and  bounds 

(if  the  city  of  Bath  had  been  extended  to  the  parliamentary 

hotmdary  of  the  borough  ;  and  that  it  had  received,  under 

the  provisiomi  of  the  same  act,  the  grant  of  a  separate  court 

of  qaarter  sessions,  and  that  a  new  gaol  and  house  of  cor* 

rcction  had  been  lately  erected  within  the  said  city,  under 

the  provisions  of  stat.  1  Vict,  c.  78,  which  the  justices  of 

the  city  and  borough  of  Bath  exercise  the  right  of  regu* 

bting,  and   to  which   they  commit  offenders  for  offences 

comoiitted  within  any  part  of  the  said  city  and  borough,  as 

veil  that  part  within  the  ancient  city  as  also  that  part  which 

had  been  added  to  it  by  the  municipal  corporation  act.     On 

the  iSnd  of  February,  1843,  the  town  council  appointed 

the  Rev.  William  Cooke  Osborne  to  be  the  chaplain  of  the 

nev  gaol,  and  gave  notice  of  the  appointment  to  the  Bishop 

of  Bath  and  Wells.     The  right  of  appointment  was  also 

daimed  by  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  city  and  borough ; 

and  the  above  rule  was  moved  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 

the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  rights  of  the  respective 

parties  to  appoint  a  chaplain  to  the  said  gaol. 

Sir  tV.  W.  Folleti  S.  G.  and  Smirke  now  shewed 
cause  (a).  The  question  in  reality  turns  on  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  26th  section  of  statute  4  (Jeo.  4,  c.  64, 
in  connection   with  the  I5th  section  of  the  statute  2  &  3 

(«)  Daring  the  term  (June  1,) before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  and  Patte^ 
M,  ITt/Zioflu  and  WighlmanJs. 
▼OU  I. —  D,  M.  N 
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named  in  schedule  A.  to  that  act,  and  provides  for  the  regu- 
lation as  well  of  county  gaols  and  county  houses  of  correc- 
tion, as  of  the  gaols  and  houses  of  correction  of  the  several 

Tlie  Bishop  of  cities,  towns  and  places  named  in  schedule  A. :  and  the  £5th 
Bath  and  '  .     '^  ,       ' 

Wells.       section  authorises  "  the  justices  to  nominate  and  appoint 

keepers  for  every  prison  within  their  jurisdiction  to  which 
that  act  extends,  except  the  keeper  of  the  common  gaol.** 
The  question  therefore  turns  on  the  meaning  of  the  expres- 
sion ''  the  common  gaol"  in  statute  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64.  But  it 
is  clear  from  all  the  expressions  used  throughout  the  actt 
particularly  in  sections  2  and  12,  that  by  common  gaol  is 
meant  the  county  gaol,  as  distinguished  from  a  house  of 
correction  or  the  gaol  of  a  franchise ;  and  that  this  is  the 
true  meaning  of  the  term  appears  from  statute  3  Hen.  4p 
c.  10.  The  charter  of  incorporation  which  grants  this 
franchise  to  the  corporation  of  Bath,  distinguishes  also  ber 
tween  the  gaol  of  the  corporation  and  the  common  gaol  of 
the  county  of  Somerset.  The  justices  therefore,  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  4  Geo,  4,  c.  64,  were  authorised  to  ap- 
point keepers  for  every  prison  within  their  jurisdiction  to 
which  that  act  extended,  except  the  common  gaol,  that  is,  the 
gaol  of  the  sheriff.  But  the  provisions  of  that  statute  are  now, 
by  the  first  section  of  statute  2  &  S  Fict.  c.  66,  extended  to 
all  gaols.  The  justices  have  therefore  a  right  to  appoint  the 
keepers  of  all  gaols  but  the  common  gaol,  and  have  therefore 
the  right  of  appointing  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  of  the  borough 
of  the  city  of  Bath.  But  the  gaol  itself  is  no  longer  that 
gaol  of  which  the  bailiffs  were  the  keepers  under  the  charter^ 
for  the  chaplain  is  appointed  to  the  new  gaol,  which  is  not 
only  a  gaol  but  a  house  of  correction,  of  which  the  bailiffs 
never  were  the  keepers,  and  which  is  placed  by  the  provi- 
sions of  statute  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  38,  under  the  regulations  of 
justices  not  appointed  by  charter,  but  acting  under  the  or- 
dinary commission  of  justices  of  the  peace.  If  then  the 
justices  have  the  regulation  of  the  gaol,  they  ought  to  ap- 
point the  officers  ;  Reg  v.  Middlesex  Lunatic  Asylum,  (a) 

(o)  2  G.  &  D.  300. 
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But  it  is  clear  that  the  town  council  have  not  the  regulation         1843. 

of  the  gaol  under  the  38th  section  of  statute  1  Vict.  c.  78,    J^^^^^T^ 
i.       .        .  ,    .         r  .  .  .  .       .  ,      .  The  QuEEK 

but  tbat  the  regulation  of  the  gaol  is  committed  to  the  jus*  v, 

ticcs.     If  then  the  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  the  ^®  T^^and^^ 

gaol  should  be  in  one  body,  and  the  appointment  of  the       Wells. 

officers  in  a  distinct  and  different  body,  difficulty  must  ne* 

cessarilj  arise  as  to  the  management  of  the  prison.     But,  if 

die  justices  are  not  authorised  to  appoint,  in  whom  is  the 

right  vested  ?     Are  the  bailiffs  to  be  continued  for  the  sole 

purpose  of  appointing  the  gaolers?     It  is  clear  that  the 

toHn  council  have  not  the  appointment,  because  they  do 

Dot  Appoint  the  keeper  of  the  gaol,  and  the  bailiffs  have 

ceased   to   be    part  of  the  corporation,  and  therefore   the 

bailiffs  cannot  appoint.     It  then  turns  on  the  construction 

of  die  37th  and  38th  sections  of  statute  1  Vict.  c.  78,  which 

will  be  best  satisfied  by  giving  to  the  justices  who  have  the 

regulation  of  the  gaol  the  appointment  of  the  officers,  subject 

to  the  amount  of  salary  to  be  fixed  by  the  town  council. 

Erie,  Kelly  and  Cowling  contr^. — The  town  council  of 
the  borough  of  the  city  of  Bath  have  the  right  of  appointing 
the  chaplain  under  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  \o,  because  they 
appoint  the  keeper  of  the  gaol.  The  bailiffs  of  the  city 
vere  the  keepers  of  the  gaol  under  the  charter,  and  they  are 
itill  existing  officers  capable  of  being  annually  elected  by 
the  town  council.  The  Municipal  Corporation  Amend- 
ment Act,  5  &  6  fVilL  4,  c.  76,  makes  no  alteration.  The 
first  section  only  repeals  so  much  of  the  charter  as  is  incon- 
sistent  with  that  act.  The  58th  section  authorises  the  town 
couDcil  to  appoint  such  officers  as  have  been  usually  ap- 
pointed, and  the  bailiff  is  an  existing  officer,  who  has  duties 
to  perform  in  connection  with  the  Court  of  Record  and  the 
Court  of  Pie  Poudre.  Two  bailiffs  might  be  re-appointed 
next  November  if  requisite.  The  6l8t  section  gives  the  ap- 
pointment of  sheriffs  only  ex  majori  cautelA,  but,  taken  in 
coimection  with  section  58,  does  not  in  any  manner  inter- 
fere with  the  re-appointment  of  the  bailiffs.     But  the  bailiff 
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1843.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  as  follows  : — This  was  an  application  for  a  man- 
V.  damns  to  the  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  and  the  question 

Bath  and  ™®®^  between  the  town  council  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
Wells.  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  city  of  Bath  on  the  other,  was  as 
to  the  right  of  appointment  to  the  office  of  chaplain  for  the 
gaol  and  house  of  correction  for  that  borough,  the  contend* 
ing  parties  having  agreed  to  be  bound  by  our  decision  upon 
the  present  application.  We  have  examined  the  charter  of 
the  city  and  the  several  statutes  referred  to  in  the  argument^ 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  right  of  appointment  is  in 
the  town  council  of  the  borough.  The  rule  which  regulates 
such  appointment  is  laid  down  by  the  15th  section  of  the 
€  &  3  Vict.  c.  56.  That  section  enacted  that,  "  in  every 
borough  gaol  and  house  of  correction  a  clergyman  of  the 
Church  of  England  shall  be  appointed  to  be  chaplain 
thereof  by  the  same  authority  by  which  the  keeper  is  ajh* 
pointedJ'  The  difficulty  has  been  to  ascertain  the  proper 
application  of  the  rule. 

By  the  charter  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  the  corporation  of 
Bath  had  the  franchise  of  a  prison  or  gaol,  and  by  the  same 
charter  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  common  council  were  em- 
powered annually  to  elect  two  of  themselves  to  be  bailiffs  of 
the  city  for  one  whole  year,  and  among  other  duties  attached 
to  their  office  was  this,  that  they  should  be  keepers  of  the 
gaol  or  prison  of  the  city.  It  appears  by  the  affidavits  that, 
previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Amendment  Act,  it  was  the  usage  to  elect  two  bailiffs,  that 
there  was  a  prison  in  the  city  with  the  custody  of  which 
they  were  charged  and  were  used  to  appoint  the  actual 
keeper  or  gaoler.  Since  the  passing  of  that  act,  the  town 
council  have  annually  appointed  one  bailiff,  and  he  has  had 
the  custody  of  the  prison  in  the  same  way,  discharging  the 
duty  as  the  two  bailiffs  formerly  did  by  the  appointment  of 
an  actual  keeper  or  gaoler.  Under  that  act  a  separate 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  has  been  granted,  and  a  separate 
commission  of  the  peace.  The  jurisdiction  has  been  en* 
larged  in  local  extent,  and  as  to  the  nature  of  offeuces  within 
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the  competeDcj  of  the  justices  to  try.     Lastly,  the  present 

nol  and  house  of  correction  have  been  erected  and  are  now    ,rJ"'7r*^ 
®  The  Queen 

fit  for  use.  V, 

By  the  6th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  Bathbii^^ 
after  the  first  election  of  councillors,  the  body  corporate  Wells. 
was  made  capable  in  law  by  the  tenon  council  to  do  all  acts 
which  it  lawfully  might  have  done  before,  and,  as  there  is 
Dotbiog  in  the  nature  or  duties  of  the  office  of  bailiffs  as  de- 
scribed in  the  charter  which  is  inconsistent  with  or  may  not 
be  modified  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  appears  to  us 
that  the  town  council  would  have  been  warranted  in  con- 
tinuing to  appoint  two  bailiffs,  and  we  cannot  say  on  these 
affidavits  that  the  single  bailiff  is  not  well  appointed,  though 
it  is  immaterial  to  decide  that  question  on  the  present  appli- 
cation. Under  the  charter  it  was  the  duty  of  the  bailiffs  to 
keep  the  prison.  They  appear  to  have  had  other  duties  by 
the  charter,  from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  they  were 
keepers  of  the  city  gaol  more  as  the  sheriffs  of  counties  are 
bj  law  keepers  of  the  county  gaol,  than  as  the  actual  gaolers 
thereof.  This,  however,  does  not  alter  the  legal  objection  : 
they  might  discharge  the  actual  personal  duties  by  the 
agency  of  inferior  officers,  but  they  were  responsible  for 
those  officers,  and  in  law  are  to  be  considered  responsible 
for  the  safe  keeping  of  the  inmates,  and  to  be  the  actual 
keepers.  After  the  passing  of  the  5  8c  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  if 
DO  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  or  separate  commission  of  the 
peace  had  been  granted,  the  duties  of  the  bailiffs  in  regard 
to  the  borough  prison  would  have  remained  unaltered,  and, 
one  bailiff  only  being  appointed,  he  would  have  been  the 
keeper. 

We  think  the  circumstances  just  stated,  and  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  jurisdiction  before  mentioned,  have  made  no 
difference  in  this  respect.  The  2&  3  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  15, 
appears  to  us  framed  with  a  view  to  the  existing  state  of 
things  in  every  borough,  and  to  the  avoiding  of  all  questions 
of  right  to  appoint  chaplains  which  might  have  arisen  upon 
reference  to  the  general  gaol  acts.     It  vests  the  appointment 
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1843.        at  once  in  that  body  or  individual  by  whom  in  any  particular 

rp/^^^^*^       borough  the  keeper  is  appointed.     It  was  argued  that  the 

y.  term  keeper  of  the  gaol,  by  reference  to  the  statutes  in  pari 

Q^^g^Q^      materia^  must  mean  the  actual  gaoler.     Seeing  that   the 

Wills.       clause  relates  to  borough  gaols  only,  we  are  not  sure  that 

this  is  necessarily  so ;  it  is  not  improbable  that  it  may  have 

been  used  in  a  larger  sense ;  but,  strictly  understood,  we 

think  the  bailiffs  or  bailiff  of  this  borough  sufficiently  answer 

the  denomination;   they  are  the  gaolers,  acting  by  their 

subordinate  agents. 

Nor  is  this  an  inconvenient  or  unreasonable  arrangement, 
for  while  on  the  one  hand  the  appointment  will  be  with  the 
town  council,  with  whom  must  be  the  power  to  settle  and 
pay  the  amount  of  the  salary,  the  interior  regulation  and 
control  of  the  prison  still  will  remain  with  another  inde- 
pendent body,  the  justices,  who  will  be  charged  to  see  that 
the  officer  appointed  efficiently  and  regularly  discharges  his 
duty,  and  who  are  certainly  the  most  competent  for  such 
supervision. 

We  think  therefore  that  the  rule  should  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Whittington  v.  Box  all  and  others. 

June  37 M.     XRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close. 

^^      Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty. 

quareclausum      g.  That  the  said   close  was   not  the  property  of  the 
fregit,  on  a  ,..«••  •  r  o 

plea  that  the     plamtin  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

close  was  not       Issues  on  the  above  pleas. 

the  property  of  .  . 

the  plaintiff,         On  the  trial  of  this  cause  before  Toddy  Serjt.  at  the 

iwssesslon  at*    Sussex  Summer  Assizes,  evidence  was  given  of  title  in  the 

the  time  of      defendant.    The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that,  under 

alone  in  issue   ^^^  issue  raised  on  the  plea  of  not  possessed,  the  only 

and  the  de-      question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  at  the 

fendant  can-       *  ^r      ,'       ..       i        ,  •     ./v 

not  set  up  title  time  of  the  trespass.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

to  the  close, 

without  pleading  in  confession  and  avoidance. 
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Plaii  in  the  Michaelmas  Term  foUowiDgi  obtained  a  rule        ^8^3. 
nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  Wuittinotok 


Tke$iger  and  Ogk  shewed  cause  (a). 

Piatt  and  Peacock  contrsl,  in  addition  to  the  cases  referred 
to  in  the  judgment,  relied  upon  Ashby  v,  Miunit  {b),  and 
Carnab^  v.  Welby  (c). 

Ctir.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  as  follows :— This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for 
hfeaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  plaintiff,  called  a  gar- 
den. To  this  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty; 
lecondly^  that  the  close  was  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiff. 
Upon  the  trial,  the  defendant  contended  that  the  close 
belonged  to  him,  and  evidence  of  title  was  gone  into. 

The  learned  judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  left 
DO  question  of  title  to  the  jury,  but,  as  to  the  second  plea, 
desired  them  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant 
Boiall  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass, 
telling  them  that  property  would  follow  the  possession, 
unless  some  other  proprietor  appeared. 

The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession,  and 
returned  a  verdict  in  his  favour  accordingly, 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  on  the  ground  that 
the  learned  judge  should  not  have  left  merely  the  question 
of  possession  to  the  jury,  but  that,  as  the  defendant  JBoxall 
claimed  the  property  in  the  garden,  the  facts  necessary  to 
determine  that  point  should  have  been  left  to  them  as  well 
u  the  question  of  possession. 

Upon  shewing  cause,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendant,  under  a  traverse  of  the  allegation 

(a)  lo  Mich.  Term  last  before  (c)  8  A.  &  £.  872;  5.  C.  1  P. 

Lord  BfiMiaii  C.  J.,  William,  Co-      &  D.  98. 
kridgtznd  WighlmanJB. 

(6)  8  A.  &  £.  131 ;  S.  C.  3  N.  &  P.  331. 


V. 
BOXALL. 
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1843.         in  the  declaration  that  the  close  was  '^  the  close  of  the  plain- 
.  ^^'^'^^'^^^       lifF,"  was  not  at  liberty  to  shew  tille  in  himself  or  some  other 

IT  hittihgton 

,;.  person  through  whom  he  claimed,  but  that  under  that  issue 

BoxALL.  jjjg  possession  only  was  in  question,  and  that  if  the  defendant 
wished  to  set  up  a  title  in  himself,  or  some  other  person, 
superior  to  that  founded  on  mere  possession,  he  should  have 
pleaded  specially  in  confession  and  avoidance,  admitting  the 
possession,  but  avoiding  the  effect,  by  shewing  superior  title, 
and  this  ultimately  became  the  point  for  our  consideration. 

Before  the  new  rules,  the  plaintiff*,  in  an  action  of  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregit,  with  the  general  issue  pleaded,  was 
obliged  to  prove  possession  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  tres- 
pass, and  such  proof,  without  any  evidence  of  title  or  right 
to  the  possession,  would  support  a  prim^A  facie  case  against 
the  defendant,  who  was  however  at  liberty,  under  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  not  only  to  dispute  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  fact,  but  to  shew  that  as  against  him  (the  defendant), 
the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  the  possession,  because  such 
right  was  either  in  himself  (the  defendant),  or  in  some 
person  by  whose  authority  he  acted.  However  inconvenient 
and  productive  of  hardship  upon  the  plaintiff  this  may  have 
been,  by  suddenly  starting  a  title  upon  him  of  which  he  had 
no  notice,  nor  indeed  any  means  of  knowing,  whether  the 
defendant  meant  to  rely  upon  title  at  all,  it  was  nevertheless 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  plea  of  not  guilty  before  the 
new  rules.  That  plea  was  a  general  denial  that  the  de* 
fendant  was  a  trespasser  as  alleged,  and,  as  he  could  not  be 
a  trespasser  upon  his  own  land,  he  was  at  liberty  to  shew 
that  it  was  his  own,  in  order  to  make  out  his  denial  of  being 
a  trespasser. 

It  was  with  a  view  to  correct  the  hardship  and  incon- 
venience arising  in  this  and  other  cases  from  the  latitude 
of  defence  allowed  under  the  general  issue,  that  the  new 
rules  upon  that  subject  were  established,  and  now  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  in  trespass  only  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  com- 
mitting the  alleged  act  of  trespass,  and  not  the  plaintiff^'s 
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possession  or  right  of  possession,  which,  if  intended  to  be         i843. 
denied,  must  be  specially  traversed.  v.^n-^^ 

The  plea  that  the  close  is  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  ^^ 

is  not  a  traverse  of  the  possession  or  right  of  possession  of  Boxai  r. 
the  plaiDtiflF  in  the  terms  of  the  new  rules ;  but  it  is  a  tra- 
ferse  of  a  material  allegation  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration, 
lod  the  eflPect  of  such  a  traverse  is  to  be  considered  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  rules  of  pleading.  As  mere  pos- 
session is  sufficient  to  maintain  trespess  against  any  one 
who  cannot  shew  better  title,  the  plaintiff's  allegation,  that 
tbe  defendant  broke  the  close  of  the  plaintiff  is  satisfied 
prim^  facie  by  proof  that  the  defendant  broke  a  close  in 
tbe  possession  of  the  plaintiff.  And  this  is  not  only  prim-^ 
bde,  but  ultimately  sufficient  against  any  one  who  cannot 
iroid  the  effect  of  it  by  shewing  that,  notwithstanding  the 
ictual  possession  by  the  plaintiff,  he,  the  defendant,  has  a 
right  to  it. 

Under  a  plea  which  merely  denies  that  the  close  is  the 
dose  of  the  plaintiff  the  defendant  is  to  be  considered 
fnnA  facie  at  least  as  a  mere  wrongdoer,  and  as  against 
him  possession  is  not  merely  evidence  of  title,  but  actual 
title,  as  decided  in  Caiieris  v.  Cowper  (a),  and  Purnell  v. 
Youngib). 

If  then  tbe  traverse  means  more  than  that  the  close  is 
oot  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  larger  than  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration  which  it  traverses,  and  which 
asserts  no  higher  or  better  title  than  is  supported  by  mere 
possession  against  a  defendant  who  shews  no  title  whatever 
in  himself,  nor  any  one  under  whom  he  claims,  and  who, 
for  all  that  appears  upon  the  pleadings,  is  a  mere  wrong- 
doer, if  the  plaintiff  proves  actual  possession. 

If  tbe  defendant  not  only  contests  the  possession  in  fact, 
but  also  relies  upon  title,  in  case  actual  possession  is  proved 
by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  far  more  consistent  not  only  with  the 
object  of  the  new  rules,  but  with  the  rules  of  pleading 
generally,  and  with  the  principles  of  justice,  that  his  defence 
(a)  4  Taunt.  547.  (6)  3  M.  &  W.  288. 
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1843.        Court  as  follows : — This  was  an  action  by  one  partner  io  m 
^'^^^^^^      coach  against  the  executors  of  another  for  money  had  and 

9.  received. 

Smith.  j^  appeared  that  the  accounts  of  the  partnership  were 

referred  at  stated  periods  to  a  person  who  adjusted  them, 
and,  after  ascertaining  how  much  each  partner  had  received 
and  disbursed,  divided  the  profits  amongst  them  according 
to  their  respective  interests,  directing  those  who  had  money 
to  pay  to  the  partnership  to  hand  it  over  to  those  who  had 
money  to  receive.  Such  an  account  had  been  adjusted  by 
the  appointed  person  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and 
was  the  foundation  of  the  present  action.  The  partnership 
continued  after  such  adjustment.  The  verdict  was  for  the 
plaintiff.  A  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  was  obtained  on  two 
grounds.  First,  that  the  adjustment  of  accounts  was  an 
award,  and  required  a  stamp.  Secondly,  that  no  action  will 
lie  by  one  partner  against  another  on  a  settlement  of  ac- 
counts during  the  partnership,  but  only  on  a  final  settle- 
ment after  dissolution. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that  the  adjustment 
was  a  mere  statement  of  accounts,  though  a  final  one,  and 
that  a  statement  which  is  final,  quoad  the  accounts  stated, 
is  a  good  ground  of  action,  as  much  as  if  the  whole  part- 
nership was  at  an  end.  The  case  of  Fromont  v.  Coupland{a\ 
and  other  similar  cases,  seem  to  limit  the  action  to  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  on  a  final  close  of  all  partnership  trans- 
actions ;  but  this  case  does  not  necessarily  raise  that  ques- 
tion, for  at  all  events  the  settlement,  in  order  to  ground  an 
action,  must  be  one  which  is  binding  and  conclusive  upon 
the  partners.  Now  it  does  not  appear  here  that  the  adjust- 
ment and  settlement  was  ever  agreed  to  by  all  the  partuers, 
nor  indeed  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  testator ;  if  therefore  it 
were  binding  and  conclusive  on  them,  it  must  have  been  so 
by  reason  of  the  power  confided  to  the  person  who  drew  it 
up,  and  in  that  case  it  would  be  an  award,  and  required  a 
stamp.     It  would  come  within  the  authority  of  Jebb  v. 

(fl)  2  Bing.  170. 


1 
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M'Kiernan{a),  rather  than  within  Boyds.  Emmerson^b), 
Sybray  ▼•  White  {c),  and  similar  cases. 

The  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute.  9. 

Smith. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  M.  &  M.  S40.  (c)  1  M.  &  W.  435. 

(6)  a  A.  &  E.  184;  5.C.  4  N.  &  M.  99. 


Green  v.  Elgie  and  Toulmin.  TkuntU^, 

June  ^9ik. 

Trespass  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.     Pleas,  Bj  order  of 

by  defendant  Toulmin:  1.  Not  guilty.  £f£r°ftii 

£.  That  before  the  said  time,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  29lh  ordered  that 

day  of  January^  1850,  a  certain  commission  of  bankruptcy,  should  pay 

under  the  great  seal  of  Great  Britain,  was  duly  issued  certain  costs. 
-  -ni   •  ....        The  party  cn- 

against  defendant  Elgie,  and  under  which  said  commission  tided  to  the 

the  said  Elgie  was  thereby  duly  adjudged  and  declared  a  ^rjg'peSdon- 
bankrupt,  according  to  the  laws  then  in  force  concerning  ed  the  Coart, 
bankrupts,  as  by  the  said  commission  and  adjudication  duly  ^ve^order 
entered  of  record  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  »pd  the  ser- 
sucb  case  made  and  provided  appears,  and  that  after  the  the  plaintiff 
ijsoing  the   said  commission,  to  wit,  on  the  18th  day  of  ^ien'eto^t 
June,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said  plaintiff  presented  a  and  prayed 
petition  to  the  then  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  Jff'„5t^ii°' 

committed  to 
prison  for  his  contempt  of  the  order. 

Hiefeupon  a  farther  order  issued  from  the  Court,  which,  afler  reciting  tne  petition  and 
the  Older,  proceeded  to  order  that  the  plaintiff  ^  do  stand  committed,  &c.  for  his  con- 
tempt in  tbe  said  petition  mentioned  or  referred  to,  and  that  a  warrant  do  forthwith 
issue  for  that  purpose." 

A  warrant  afterwards  issued,  which  recited  that  by  the  order  last  mentioned  it  was 
ordered  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  committed  **  for  his  contempt  in  the  said  petition 
menticmed  or  referred  to,"  and  then  directed  his  imprisonment  **  until  the  further  order 
of  this  Court." 

Hcidf  1.  That  the  warrant  was  no  justification  for  taking  the  plaintiff  in  custody, 
as  tbe  warrant  referred  to  the  order,  in  which  there  was  no  general  adjudication  of  a 
contempt,  nor  any  &ct  found,  nor  any  thing  directed  to  be  done  by  the  prisoner  to 
dear  himself. 

2.  That  the  petitioner's  attorney,  who  had  indorsed  the  warrant  with  his  own  name, 
and  who  bad  refused  information  as  to  tlie  amount  of  the  costs,  when  a  friend  of  the 
pUintiff  inquired  for  the  purpose  of  paying  them,  was  liable  in  trespass. 
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1843.  in  the  matter  of  the  said  Elgie,  praying,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  said  commission  might  be  superseded. 
That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the 
matter  of  the  said  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the 
then  Vice  Chancellor,  who,  after  hearing  the  same,  and 
hearing  the  counsel  of  the  said  plaintiff  in  support  of  the 
said  petition,  was  pleased  to  order,  among  other  things, 
that  the  said  petition,  as  against  the  said  Elgie,  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the 
said  Elgie  the  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  that  application ; 
such  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  rotation,  if  the  parties  differed  about  the  same. 
That  the  parties  differed,  &c.,  and  that  the  costs  were  taxed 
by  the  Master  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  rotation  at  the 
sum  of  36/.  7s.  Sd. 

That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  December, 
1830,  the  said  plaintiff  presented  a  further  petition  to  the 
then  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain  in  the  matter 
of  the  said  Elgie,  praying,  amongst  other  things,  that  so 
much  of  the  said  order  of  the  said  Vice  Chancellor  as  related 
to  the  dismissal  of  the  said  first  mentioned  petition  might 
be  reversed.  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  last  afore- 
said, said  plaintiff  presented  two  other  petitions  in  the  said 
matter  to  the  said  Lord  High  Chancellor.  That  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1832,  the  matter  of  the 
said  several  petitions  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  said 
Lord  High  Chancellor,  when  his  Lordship,  upon  hearing 
the  same,  &c.,  was  pleased  to  order  that  the  same  should 
be  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  Green, 
such  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master  in  Chancery  in  rota- 
tion, &c.  That  the  parties  differed,  &c.,  and  that  the  costs 
were  taxed  by  the  Master  in  Chancery  at  the  sum  of 
33/.  I7s.  9d. 

That  the  said  several  sums  remaining  unpaid,  an  order 
was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  bankruptcy,  to  wit,  on 
the  16th  day  of  March,  1833,  by  the  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  forming  a  Court  of  Review,  by  which  it  was 
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cwdered,  on  the  petition  of  Elgie,  that  the  plaintiff  should         1843. 
paj  the  said  several  sums  of  36/.  75.  8^.  and  33/.  17s.  9d. 
to  Eigie,  within  fourteen  days  after  he  should  have  been 
dolj  and  personally  served  with  that  order. 

That  the  plaintiff  was  duly  and  personally  served  with 
the  said  last  mentioned  order,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
pay  the  said  several  monies  to  E/gie  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  order  within  the  said  fourteen  days  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  Elgie 
made  a  further  application  by  petition  to  the  judges  of 
the  said  Court  of  Review  in  the  matter  of  the  said  bank- 
mptcj  for  another  order,  to  enforce  and  compel  the  said 
plaintiff  to  pay  him,  Elgie,  the  said  two  sums  of  money  as 
aforesaid,  whereupon  the  said  Court  of  Review  did  after- 
wardsi  to  wit,  on  the  31st  day  of  July,  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  upon  the  said  petition  make  another  and  further 
order  that  the  said  plaintiff  should  pay  the  said  several 
sums  of  36/.  7s,  Sd.  and  33/.  17$.  Qd,,  so  taxed  as  costs 
aforesaid,  to  Elgie,  within  four  days  after  he  should  have 
been  duly  and  personally  served  with  that  order,  or  that,  in 
defiiult  thereof,  that  then  the  plaintiff  should  stand  com- 
mitted to  his  then  majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet. 

That  the  plaintiff  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  last 
aforesaid,  duly  and  personally  served  with  the  said  last 
mentioned  order,  but  that  he  the  plaintiff  made  default  in 
payment  of  the  said  sums  of  money  according  to  the  said 
last  mentioned  order. 

That  the  plaintiff  having  made  such  default,  and  he  being 
by  reason  thereof  in  contempt  of  the  said  Court,  Elgie 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  ]gth  day  of  August,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  presented  another  petition  to  the  judges  of  the 
Court  of  Review. 

The  declaration  then  set  out  the  petition,  which,  after 
stating  the  above  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Review  with 
respect  to  the  above  mentioned  costs,  and  reciting  the 
above  mentioned  order  of  the  31st  July  last,  prayed  that 
the  plaintiff  might  be  committed  to  the  Fleet, ''  for  his  con- 
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1843.  tempt  of  the  said  last  mentioned  order  of  the  Court  of 
Review/'  And  thereupon  the  said  Court  of  Review,  by 
an  order  in  the  matter  of  the  said  bankruptcy,  bearing  date, 
to  wit,  on  the  29tfa  day  of  August,  1833,  did  order,  in  the 
words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say, 
"  In  Bankruptcy,  *>  Thursday,  the  29th  day  of  August, 
Court  of  Review.  3  1833. 

'^  In  the  matter  of  Matthew  Elgie,  a  bankrupt.  Whereas 
the  said  Matthew  Elgie  did,  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of 
August  instant,  prefer  his  petition  in  the  above  matter  to 
this  Court,  praying  that  William  Green,  in  the  said  peti- 
tion mentioned  or  described  as  of,  &c.,  might  immediately 
stand  committed  to  his  majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet,  for 
his  contempt  of  the  order  in  the  said  petition  mentioned  or 
referred  to,  and  that  a  warrant  might  issue  under  the  seal 
of  this  Honourable  Court  for  that  purpose,and  that  the  said 
William  Green  might  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  said  peti- 
tioner, &c.  the  costs  of  the  said  petitioner  of  and  occasioned 
by  that  application ;  now,  upon  reading  the  said  petition 
and  the  affidavits  of  the  said  petitioner,  &c.,  and  also  the 
former  order  of  the  Court,  bearing  date  the  31st  day  of 
July  last,  this  Court  doth  order  that  the  said  William  Green 
do  stand  committed  to  his  majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet, 
for  his  contempt  in  the  said  petition  mentioned  or  referred 
to,  and  that  a  warrant  do  forthwith  issue  for  that  pur- 
pose. (Signed  by  the  Deputy  Registrar.)  By  the  Court** 
Whereupon  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
order  a  warrant  was  duly  issued  out  of  the  said  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  under  the  seal  thereof,  by  the  said  Court  of 
Review,  in  the  matter  of  the  said  bankruptcy,  directed  to 
the  warden  of  his  then  majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet,  which 
said  warrant  is  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say, 
''In  Bankruptcy, *>  In  the  matter  of  Matthew  Elgie,  a 
Court  of  Review.  3  bankrupt. 

*•  Whereas  by  an  order  made  by  this  Court  in  the  above 
matter,  upon  the  petition  of  the  said  Matthew  Elgie,  bear- 
ing date  herewith,  it  was  ordered,  that   William  Green, 
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tbereio  named,  should  stand  committed  to  his  majesty's 
prison  of  the  Fleet  for  his  contempt  in  the  said  petition 
mentioned  or  referred  to,  and  that  a  warrant  should  forth- 
with issue  for  that  purpose.  These  are  therefore  in  pur* 
suance  of  the  said  order  to  will  and  require  you  forthwith, 
upon  receipt  hereof,  to  make  diligent  search  after  the  body 
of  the  said  William  Greeny  and  wheresoever  you  shall  find 
him  to  arrest  him  and  him  safely  convey  to  his  majesty's 
prison  of  the  Fleet,  there  to  remain  until  the  further  order 
of  this  Court,  willing  and  requiring  all  mayors,  sheriffs, 
justices  of  the  peace,  headboroughs,  constables,  and  all 
other  his  majesty's  loving  subjects,  to  be  aiding  and  assisting 
to  you  in  the  due  execution  of  the  premises,  as  they  tender 
his  onajesty's  service,  and  will  answer  the  contrary  thereof 
at  their  peril,  and  this  shall  be  to  you  and  any  of  you  who 
shall  do  the  same  a  sufficient  warrant.  Dated  this  29th 
day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1833.  By  the 
Court.  (Signed  by  the  Deputy  Registrar.)  To  William 
Robert  Henry  BrowHj  Esq.  Warden  of  his  Majesty's  Prison 
of  the  Fleet,  or  to  his  deputy,  and  these,  &c." 

That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  he  did, 
under  the  authority  of  the  said  last  mentioned  order  and 
warrant,  and  in  aid  and  by  command  of  the  said  warden, 
in  execution  of  the  same,  assault  and  a  little  ill  treat  and 
did  imprison  the  plaintiff,  and  keep  and  detain  him  in  pri- 
son, as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  said  several  orders 
and  warrant  being  and  then  and  still  remaining  in  full  force, 
as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  &c. 
Verification,  &c. 

Replication,  protesting  all  the  chancery  and  bankruptcy 
proceedings,  de  injuria,  &c. 
Issue  on  the  first  plea  and  the  above  replication. 
The  pleadings  in  the  case  of  the  defendant  Elgie  are  not 
material. 

On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings after  Trinity  Term,  1842,  it  appeared  that  Elgie  was 
an  attorney  in  the  country,  and  Toulmin  his  London  agent. 
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1843. 

Saturday,  ^^^  QuEEN  V.  Kenrick,  sell,  and  Kenrick,  JUD. 

An3icmient  INDICTMENT  for  conspiracy,  &c.     The  first  count 

charging  that    charged  that  T.  Kenrick  the  elder,  &c.,  horse  dealer,  and 

hone  dealers      ^'  K^^^ck  the  younger,  &c.,  horse  dealer,  being  evil  dis- 

being  evil  dis-   posed  persons,  and  seeking  to  get  their  living  by  various 

andaeekingto   subtle,  fraudulent  and  dishonest  practices,  on,  Sec,  with 

get  their  living  force  and  arms,  at,  &c.,  together  with  divers  other  evil  dis- 

by  various  '      »         /      o 

subtle,  fraudu-  posed  persons,  unlawfully,  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  did 

h*ones"prac-'  combine,   conspire,   confederate   and    agree    together,   by 

tices,  together  divers  false   pretences  and   subtle  means  and  devices,  to 

other  evil  dis-  obtain  and  acquire  to  themselves,  of  and  from  one  G.  W.F.^ 

posed  persons,  divers  large  sums  of  money  of  the  monies  of  the  said  G, 

fraudulently  W,  F.,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  thereof,  to  the  great 

Scombile"^  damage  of  the  said  G.  W.  F.,  to  the  evil  example,  &c. 

conspire,  &c.  Second  count,  charging  the  conspiracy  to  acquire  the 

X-  S  "'°"«y  to  ^'""'^f''  »«»•«'•  o"'y- 

subtle  means,  Third  count,  charging  the  conspiracy  to  acquire  to  Ken- 
to  obtain  to  .  ,    .      .  , 

themselves         ''*^*»  junior,  only. 

from  C.  divers        The  fourth   count  charged   that  Kenrick  the  elder  and 

sums  of  money  , 

of  the  monies     Kenrick  the  younger,  on,&c.,  at,8cc.  unlawfully,  knowingly 

'*[^7*"^i''     and  designedly  did  falsely  pretend  to  the  said  G.  W.  F. 

cheat  and  de-  .  .  ; 

fraud  him  that  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  carriage  called  a  phaeton, 

bad^on'the"^'    ^"^  ^  certain  mare  and  a  certain  gelding,  which  they  the 

ground  of  ge-    said  Kenrick  the  elder  and  Kenrick  the  younger  then  and 

A,  and  B,     there  offered  for  sale  to  the  said  G.  W.  F,,  had  then  been 

in  concert  with  the  property  of  a  lady  then  deceased,  and  were  then  the 
each  other,  r      r      j  j 

falsely  pre-  property  of  her  sister,  and  were  not  then  the  property  of 
that  a  ho  *"^  horse  dealer,  and  were  then  the  property  of  a  private 

which  they  person ;  and  that  the  said  mare  and  the  said  gelding  were 
had  for  sale 

had  been  the  property  of  a  lady  deceased,  and  was  then  the  property  of  her  sister,  and 
was  not  then  the  properly  of  any  horse  dealer,  and  that  the  horse  was  quiet  to  ride  and 
drive,  and  by  these  misrepresentations  induced  C.  to  purchase  the  horse. 

Heidf  that  they  were  indictable  for  conspiracy,  although  the  money  was  to  be  obtained 
through  the  medium  of  a  contract. 

Semble,  that  they  were  also  indictable  for  obtaining  money  bv  false  pretences. 

One  of  two  defendants  in  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  aied  after  the  venire  fecias 
juratores  was  returnable  and  before  trial ;  the  other  defendant  was  tried  and  found  guilty. 

Held,  no  mistrial,  although  no  suggestion  of  the  co-defendant's  death  had  been  en- 
tered on  the  record  before  trial. 
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then  respectively  quiet  to  ride  aod  drive,  and  quiet  and 
tractable  in  every  respect,  by  means  of  which  said  false 
pretences  Kenrick  the  elder  and  Kenrick  the  younger  did  o. 

then  and  there  unlawfully,  knowingly  and  designedly  obtain      Kemiiici. 
from  G.  W.  JP.  a  certain  valuable  security,  to  wit,  an  order 
for  the  payment  of  1 68/.,  with  intent  then  and  there  to 
cheat  and  defraud  G.  W.  F.  of  the  same,  whereas  in  truth 
and  io  fact  the  said  carriage,  the  said  mare  and  the  said 
gelding,  had   not  then  been  the  property  of  a  lady  then 
deceased,  and  were  not  then  the  property  of  her  sister; 
and  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  carriage,  the  said 
mare  and  the  said  gelding,  were  then  the  property  of  a 
horse  dealer;  and  whereas  in  truth   and  in  fact  the  said 
carriage,  the  said  mare  and  the  said  gelding,  were  not  then 
the  property  of  a  private  person ;  and  whereas  in  truth  and 
io  fact  the  said  mare  and  the  said  gelding  were  not  then 
quiet  to  ride  and  drive,  and  were  not  then  quiet  and  tracta- 
ble in  every  respect;  and  whereas  Kenrick  the  elder  and 
Kenrick  the  younger  then  and   there  well  knew  that  the 
said  carriage,  the  said  mare  and  the  said  gelding,  had  not 
then  been  the  property  of  a  lady  then  deceased,  and  were 
not  then  the  property  of  her  sister,  and  also  then  and  there 
well  knew  that  the  same  were  then  the  property  of  a  horse 
dealer,  and  that  the  same  were  not  then  the  property  of  a 
private  person,  and  that  the  said  mare  and  the  said  gelding 
were  not  quiet  to  ride  and  drive,  and  were  not  then  quiet 
and  tractable  in  every  respect,  to  the  great  damage  and 
deception  of  the  said  G.  W.  F.,  to  the  evil  example,  8cc. 

Fifth  count  the  same,  except  that  it  charged  the  property 
to  have  been  offered  for  sale  by  Kenrick  the  elder  only. 
Both  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty. 
The  case  was  removed  into  this  Court  and  tried  before 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Mi- 
chaelmas Term,  1841.  The  venire  facias  juratores  was 
tested  in  Trinity  Term,  1841,  and  was  returnable  on  the 
SOth  October  following.  Kenrick  the  younger  died  on  the 
Ist  November.     Kenrick  the  elder  was  tried  without  any 
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1843.         suggestion  of  the  co-defendant's  death  having  been  entered 
on  the  record.     Evidence  was  given  of  the  facts  alleged  in 
9.  the  fourth  count,  and  of  the  concert  between  the  two  Ken* 

Keneice.     rich.     Verdict  guilty. 

Byles,  in  the  following  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  role 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  acts  proved  did 
not  constitute  an  indictable  offence ;  also  for  a  venire  facias 
de  novo,  on  the  ground  that  the  trial,  without  a  suggestion 
entered  of  the  death  of  the  younger  Kenrick,  was  a  mistrial ; 
also  for  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  first 
three  counts  were  bad  for  generality;  and  the  two  last  for 
omitting  to  state  to  whom  the  security  belonged,  and  also 
on  the  ground  that  they  charged  a  mere  false  warranty, 
which  was  not  the  subject  of  a  criminal  proceeding. 

Thesiger  shewed  cause  (a).  The  fourth  and  fifth  counts 
must  certainly  be  abandoned  on  the  authority  of  Reg.  v. 
Martin{b),ViS  bad  in  form,  but  the  counts  are  good  in  sub- 
stance, and  the  facts  stated  therein  were  established  in 
evidence^  and  are  sufficient  to  constitute  the  offence  charged 
in  the^r^^  three  counts. 

The  objection  to  the  first  three  counts,  on  the  ground  of 
generality,  cannot  be  sustained.  Peck  v.  Reg,{c)  will  be 
relied  on  in  support  of  the  objection,  but  the  real  objection 
to  the  indictment  in  that  case  was,  not  that  it  was  too  gefieral, 
but  that  the  particular  allegation  contained  in  it  did  not 
necessarily  involve  a  criminal  charge.  The  indictment 
charged  that  the  prisoners  conspired  to  defraud  divers  liege 
subjects,  who  should  bargain  with  the  prisoners  for  the  sale 
of  goods  "  without  making  payment  or  other  remuneration 
or  satisfaction  for  the  same.''  Accordingly  Lord  Denman 
C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  observed, 
'Mt  states  that  they  conspired  to  deceive  and  defraud  divers 
of  her  Majesty's  subjects,  who  should  bargain  with  them 

(o)  In  Mich.  Vac.  last,  (Nov.  (i)  8  A.  &E.  481;  &  C  3  N. 

26),  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,      &  P.  478. 

Coleridge  tind  WightmanJs.  (c)  9A.  &  E.  686;  5.C.  1   P. 

&  D.  508. 
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for  the  sale  of  goods,  of  great  quantities  of  such  goods,         1848. 
without  aiaking  payment  or  other  remuneration  or  satisfac- 
tion for  the  same.     Now,  obtaining  goods  without  paying 
is,  as  Mr.  Murphy  argued,  not  necessarily  a  fraud:  the 
words  might  apply  to  the  obtaining  goods  to  sell  on  com- 
miasion.     Therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  count  is 
bad."     Rex  v.  GiU{a)  is  recognised  in  that  case,  and  the 
indictment  there  is  precisely  the  same  with  the  counts  now 
in  question.     Suppose  several  persons  should  agree  toge- 
ther to  set  up  a  repository  for  the  sale  of  horses,  with  the 
intentioo  of  defrauding  the  public  by  false  representations 
u  to  the  horses,  but  without  having  actually  adjusted  the 
particular  devices  to  be  resorted  to.     Surely  this  would  be 
an  indictable  conspiracy;  yet  it  would  be  impossible  to 
allege  the  particular  means  of  carrying  out  the  conspiracy* 
In  Rex  V.  Richardson  {b)  also,  where  an  indictment  to  de- 
fraud a  party  of  the  fruits  of  a  verdict  obtaine^d  was  held 
bad.  Rex  ?•  Gill  (a)  was  referred  to  and  distinguished,  on 
the  ground  that  the  object  alleged  in  Rex  v.  Richardson  {b) 
was  not  necessarily  an  illegal  object.     Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
there  said,  *'  It  is  essential  that  the  parties  should  conspire 
to  do  something  which  the  law  may  contemplate  as  an  ille- 
gal act.    Supposing  particular  property  were  removed  from 
the  premises  of  the  defendant,  which  might  lawfully  be 
removed,  this  could  not  subject  the  parties  removing  such 
property  to  an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  though  the  con« 
sequence  of  such  an  act  may  have  rendered  the  verdict 
abortive.    The  most  general  form  I  find  recognised,  is  that 
in  the  case  cited  {Rex  v.  Gill  {a)  ),  namely,  '  to  cheat  and 
defraud  a  party  of  his  goods  and  monies.'     But  there  an 
offence  at  common  law  is  clearly  and  distinctly  stated,  not 
in  ^uraUve  and  doubtful  terms,  but  in  words  to  which  the 
law  assigns  a  specific  meaning."     In  Rex  v.  Eccles  (c),  the 
indictment  merely  stated  that  the  prisoners  had  conspired 
together  by  indirect  means  to  prevent  one  H.  B.  from  exer- 
cising the  trade  of  a  tailor,  without  setting  forth  the  means 

(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  804.  (c)  WiUes,  583,  n.,  and  13  East, 

'^'  I  M.  fc  Rob.  402.  330,  o. 
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used;  but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  saying  that  it 
was  sufficient  to  state  the  conspiracy  and  its  object.  The 
mere  generality  of  the  count  in  these  cases  cannot  prejudice 
the  prisoner,  for  he  can  always  obtain  particulars  of  the 
charge. 

Secondly,  the  facts  stated  in  the  two  last  counts,  and 
proved  at  the  trial,  constitute  an  indictable  offence,  and 
sustain  the  charge  of  conspiracy  in  the  three  Jirst  counts. 
Undoubtedly,  a  mere  false  affirmation  by  a  single  indivi- 
dual on  the  sale  of  property  by  him  has  been  held  not  to 
be  an  indictable  offence.  Thus,  if  one  professes  to  sell  an 
interest  in  property  and  receives  the  purchase  money,  the 
vendee  taking  the  usual  covenant  for  title,  and  it  turns  out 
that  the  vendor  has,  in  fact,  previously  sold  his  interest  in 
the  property  to  a  third  person,  this  is  not  sufficient  to 
support  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false 
pretences  :  Rex  v.  Codringtonija).  So,  the  delivery  of  less 
beer  than  contracted  for  as  the  due  quantity,  has  been 
held  not  indictable:  Rex  v.  Wheat  lei/ {b);  the  same  with  re- 
spect to  the  false  affirmation  as  to  the  weight  of  coals  sold: 
Rex  V.  Reed{c).  But,  in  all  such  cases  of  contract,  the 
question  would  have  been  very  different,  if  the  fraud  had 
been  effected  by  several  persons  in  combination.  In  Hex 
V.  Pyewell{d)  several  persons  were  charged  for  conspiring 
to  defraud  by  false  warranty  of  a  horse.  They  were  ac- 
quitted, not  because  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  by  means  of  m 
contract  was  not  indictable,  but,  because,  upon  the  facts  of 
the  case,  there  was  no  evidence  ^'  of  concert  between  the 
parties." 

The  objection,  that  there  has  been  a  mistrial,  because  no 
suggestion  of  the  death  of  the  younger  Kenrick  has  been 
entered  on  the  record,  seems  to  be  founded  on  an  analogy 
to  civil  proceedings,  in  which  a  suggestion  on  the  record, 
according  to  stat.  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  7,  saves  the 
abatement  which  would  otherwise  ensue  from  the  death  of 


(a)  1  C.  &  P.  661. 
(6)  2  Burr.  1125. 


(c)  7  C.  &  P.  848. 

((/)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  402. 
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a  co-plmindff  or  co-defendant     There   is   no  authority, 

however,  for  such  an  analoinr ;  and,  even  if  the  analoiry    _    _ 

.  ....  The  Qdeen 

prevailed,  it  seems  that  in  civil  proceedings  a  death  after  v. 

bsue  joined  need  not  be  suggested  in  making  up  the  issue,  Kemeice. 
Dor  till  the  judgment-roll  is  made  up  :  {Tidd,  7'25,  9th  ed.) 
**  After  issue  joined  by  two  defendants,  if  one  of  them  die, 
and  then  a  venire  facias  is  awarded  betwixt  the  plaintiiF 
tod  both  the  defendants,  and  so  in  the  habeas  corpora  and 
distringas,  yet  this  shall  not  vitiate  the  venire  facias,  &c.  to 
make  error  ;  because,  though  one  of  the  defendants  be 
dead,  yet  the  other  being  alive,  it  is  sufficient.  And  there 
need  be  no  surmise  in  judicial  writs  that  one  of  the  defend- 
ants is  dead ;  it  is  time  enough  to  show  it  to  the  court  on 
the  day  in  bank."  {DuncornVs  Trials,  per  Pais,  p.  67.) 
**  Although  a  venire  facias  issued  against  a  dead  person,  yet 
one  of  the  defendants  being  alive,  is  sufficient,  and  no 
cause  of  error,"  Piffin  v.  Fenton  (a).  He  referred  also  to 
Rex  V.  Cohen(h),  Rex  v.  Nichols^c),  Thodj/'s  case{d),  Rex 
T.  Kifinerslejf  (e),  Rex  v.  Cooke  (f), 

Erie  contri.  Rex  v.  Gill(g)  was  an  unprecedented 
decision  and  contrary  to  all  principle,  and  appears  to  be 
shaken  by  Reg,  v.  Rowed  (A),  where  an  indictment  for 
committing  divers  unnatural  practices  was  held  bad  for 
generality.  In  actions  for  slanderously  imputing  a  con- 
spiracy, a  general  justification  in  the  form  of  this  indict- 
ment would  be  insufficient,  and  surely  there  ought  to  be  as 
much  particularity  in  an  indictment  as  in  a  plea.  The  acts 
proved  did  not  constitute  an  indictable  offence  on  the 
authority  of  the  cases  already  referred  to ;  these  acts,  if 
done  by  a  single  person,  would  not  have  amounted  to  the 
offence  of  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences.  They  can- 
not, therefore,  be  indictable  because  done  by  two  persons* 

(fl)  Cro.  Car.  426.  (e)  1  Str.  193. 

(6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  511.  (/)  5  B.  &  C.  538. 

(c)  13  East,  412,  n.  {g)  2  B.  &  Aid.  204. 

(«0  1  Ventr.  234.  (A)  2  G.  &  D.  518. 
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1843.         It  is  quite  an  innovation  on  the  principles  of  criminal  law 


The  Queen 


to  make  a  false  warranty  the  subject  of  an  indictment. 
^w«-«  ^^^  falsity  would  give  an  action  for  deceit,  as  in  Dobell  v. 
KEiraici.  Stevens  (a),  where  the  vendor  of  a  public- house,  pending 
the  treaty  of  sale,  made  deceitful  representations  respecting 
the  amount  of  the  business  done  in  the  house.  Rex  v. 
Turner  {b)  shevTB  that  an  indictment  will  not  lie  for  con- 
spiring to  commit  a  civil  trespass  upon  property,  by 
agreeing  to  go,  and  by  going,  into  a  preserve  for  hares,  the 
property  of  another,  for  the  purpose  of  snaring  them, 
though  alleged  to  be  done  in  the  night  by  the  defendants, 
armed  with  offensive  weapons  for  the  purpose  of  opposing 
resistance  to  any  endeavours  to  apprehend  or  obstruct 
them;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  '^  I  should  be  sorry  that  the 
cases  in  conspiracy  against  individuals,  which  have  gone  far 
enoughi  should  be  pushed  still  farther.  I  should  be  sorry 
to  have  it  doubted  whether  persons  agreeing  to  go  and 
sport  upon  another's  ground,  in  other  words,  to  commit  a 
civil  trespass,  should  be  thereby  in  peril  of  an  indictment 
for  an  offence  which  would  subject  them  to  infamous 
punishment."  The  falsity  in  this  case  was  not  as  to  any 
collateral  matter,  but  as  to  the  contract  itself.  If  a  false 
warranty  by  one  is  not  indictable,  how  can  a  false  warranty 
by  two  persons  be  so  ?  There  is  certainly  no  direct 
authority  to  shew  this  to  have  been  a  mistrial,  but  it 
seems  on  principle  that  the  issue  which  the  jury  have  to 
try  should  appear  on  the  record.  According  to  the 
record,  the  jury  had  to  try  both  defendants,  although,  in 
truth,  they  had  to  try  one  only. 

Thesiger,  in  reply,  referred  to  Rex  v.  Villeneuve  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vuli* 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows: — This  was  an  indictment  for  a  conspi- 

(a)  3  B.  &  C.  623;  5  D.  &  R.  490.  (c)  Cited  3  T.  R.  104. 

(6)  13  East,  228. 
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racj,  containiDg  five  counts.   Of  these,  two  were  given  up  (a)         1843. 
bj  consent  for  the  prosecution,  on  account  of  an  objection  *'      ^ 
wholly  unconnected  with  that  made  to  the  others  now  to  9. 

be  considered.     The  third  ran  in  the  following  form.    (His     **'^''**c*- 
Lordship  then  read  the  count) 

The  4th  and  5th  charged  defendants  with  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretences,  which  were  set  forth. 

It  was  contended,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  third  count 
was  bad  by  reason  of  uncertainty,  as  giving  no  notice  of 
the  offence  charged.  The  whole  law  of  conspiracy,  as  it 
has  been  administered  at  least  for  the  last  hundred  years, 
has  been  thus  called  in  question,  for  we  have  sufficient 
proof  that  during  that  period  any  combination  to  prejudice 
another  unlawfully  has  been  considered  as  constituting  the 
offence  so  called.  The  offence  has  been  held  to  consist  in 
the  conspiracy,  and  not  in  the  facts  committed  for  carrying 
it  into  effect,  and  the  charge  has  been  held  to  be  sufficiently 
made  in  general  terms  describing  an  unlawful  conspiracy 
to  effect  a  bad  purpose. 

This  form  of  indictment  was  formerly  questioned  in 
Rex  V.  Gill(Jb\  and  was  upon  discussion  held  good.  Nor 
has  that  decision  been  overruled.  The  indictment  in  Rex 
Eccles  (c),  stated  in  a  note  there,  is  equally  general. 

There  have  not  been  wanting  occasions  when  learned 
judges  have  expressed  regret  that  a  charge  so  little  cal- 
ailated  to  inform  a  defendant  of  the  facts  intended  to  be 
proved  upon  him  should  be  considered  by  the  law  as  well 
laid.  All  who  have  watched  the  proceedings  of  Courts  are 
aware  that  there  is  danger  of  injustice,  from  calling  for  a 
defence  against  so  vague  an  accusation ;  and  judges  of  high 
aatbority  have  been  desirous  of  restraining  its  generality 
within  some  reasonable  bounds.  The  antient  form  how- 
ever baa  kept  its  place ;  and  the  expedient,  now  employed 
in  practice,  of  furnishing  defendants  with  a  particular  of  the 

(a)  Tbe  counts  givea  op  were  good  in  subttance. 

the  4tb  and  5th.    They  were  ^ven  (6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  204. 

op  for  a  fbnnal  defect,  as  appears  (c)  Willes,  583,  n.,  and  13  East, 

npra;   but  it  appears  from   the  330,  n. 
jodgment  (p.  218)  that  they  were 
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1843.        acts  charged  upon  them,  is  probably  effectual  for  preventing 
J^^^^^HT^'^      surprise  and  unfair  advantages. 

V.  Doubts  have  also  been  expressed  how  far  an  indictment 

Kenrick.  fQr  conspiracy  may  be  maintained,  where  the  object  of  it 
was  of  a  very  trivial  nature,  or  where  the  whole  matter 
might  be  thought  to  sound  in  damage,  not  in  crime.  Liord 
Ellenboroughf  in  Rex  v.  Turner  (a),  would  not  permit  par- 
ties to  be  convicted  of  a  conspiracy  for  effecting  so  slight 
an  object  as  a  trespass  by  following  the  game  on  another's 
land.  The  same  learned  judge,  in  Rex  v.Pywell{b),  stopt 
the  case,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  where 
the  fraud  to  be  accomplished  appeared  to  be  such  as 
would  more  properly  be  the  foundation  of  a  civil  action  on 
the  warranty  of  a  horse.  But  if  in  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Turner  {a)  the  meditated  injury,  instead  of  ending  with  the 
trespass,  had  been  planned  for  the  purpose  of  seizing  the 
landowner,  or  driving  him  from  the  country,  we  have  no 
reason  to  think  that  the  learned  judge  would  have  con- 
demned an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  effect  that  object. 
In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Pywell{b)  the  acquittal  was  directed, 
not  because  an  action  might  have  been  brought  on  the 
warranty,  but  because  one  of  the  two  defendants,  though 
acting  in  the  sale,  was  not  shewn  to  be  aware  that  a  fraud 
was  practised.  His  Liordship  said  that  ^'  no  indictment  in 
a  case  like  that  could  be  maintained  without  evidence  of 
concert  between  the  parties  to  effectuate  a  fraud." 

Lord  Tenterden  also  is  supposed  to  have  thrown  some 
doubt  on  the  common  form  of  indictment  for  conspiracy 
in  Rex  v,Fowle(c),  but  the  indictment  there  departed  from 
the  common  form,  charging  a  conspiracy  ''to  cheat  and 
defraud  the  just  and  lawful  creditors  of  i^.,'*  but  not  saying 
**  of  their  monies,"  or  of  anything.  This  objection  could 
not  have  escaped  that  learned  judge,  though  two  others 
only,  and  those  less  weighty,  are  ascribed  to  him  by  the 
reporter,  that  it  does  not  state  what  was  to  be  done,  or  who 
was  to  be  defrauded.     Even  that  indictment,  however,  he 

(a)  13  East,  228.  (c)  4  C.  &  P.  592. 

(6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  402. 
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pennitted  to  be  tried,  and  defendants  were  acquitted  for         1843. 
want  of  evidence.      If  they  had  been  convicted,  and  the 
judgment  arrested^  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Gill  {a)  would  have 
remained  untouched.      Nor  does  Lord  Tenterden  say  any 
thing  which  indicates  his  dissatisfaction  with  it 

The  indictments  in  Rexv.Richardson{b),Peck  v.Reg.(c), 
which  were  held  bad,  were  satisfactorily  distinguished  on 
the  argument  from  that  of  Rex  v.  Gill{a). 

The  case  was  moved  and  argued  for  misdirection  as 
well  as  io  arrest  of  judgment,  inasmuch  as  the  jury,  it  was 
ttid,  ought  to  have  been  told  that  the  evidence  established 
00  mdictable  offence.  But  this  objection  is  in  fact  the 
nme  as  that  already  stated,  on  which  we  have  observed. 
The  third  count  charged  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  prosecutor 
of  his  monies  in  general  terms.  The  evidence  was  in  effect, 
that  the  prosecutor  was  told  by  both  defendants  that  the 
horses  in  question  had  been  the  property  of  a  lady  deceased, 
nd  were  then  the  property  of  her  sister,  and  never  had 
been  the  property  of  a  horsedealer,  and  that  they  were  quiet 
tnd  tractable,  all  these  statements  being  absolutely  false, 
tnd  defendants  knowing  that  nothing  but  a  full  belief  of 
their  truth  would  have  induced  prosecutor  to  make  the 
purchase,  as  he  repeatedly  informed  them  that  he  wanted 
the  horses  for  his  daughters'  use.  The  conspiracy  was 
made  out  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  and  its 
object  was  not  to  do  anything  innocent,  lawful,  or  in- 
different, but  to  cheat  the  prosecutor  of  his  money  by  false 
representations. 

The  4th  and  5th  counts  charged  directly  the  obtaining  of 
the  money  by  false  pretences. 

The  evidence  was,  that  defendants,  in  order  to  induce 
prosecutor  to  make  the  contract  of  purchase,  made  the  false 
pretences  aforesaid  respecting  the  horses  sold,  and  thereby 
induced  him  to  buy,  and  part  with  the  price. 

A  general  question  seems  here  to  be  raised,  whether,  if 
money  be  obtained   through   the  medium   of  a   contract 

(«)  S  B.  &  Aid.  204.  (c)  9  A.  &  £.  686;  &  C.  1  P. 

(6)  1  M.  &  Rob.  402.  &  D.  508. 
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1843.  between  defendaDt  and  the  party  defrauded,  the  charge  of 
false  pretences  can  be  sustained.  Questions  approaching 
this  have  been  raised  in  the  criminal  courts.  With  some 
Kenrick.  plausibility  the  thing  obtained  through  the  false  pretence 
may  be  said  to  be  the  contract,  and  not  the  money  which  is 
paid  in  fulfilment  of  it,  and  which  the  party  is  probably  by 
its  terms  liable  to  repay. 

This  was  the  ground  on  which  my  brother  Littledale 
directed  an  acquittal  in  Rex  v.  Codrington  (a).  But  that 
decision  was  lately  much  doubted  by  the  judges  with 
reference  to  a  case  reserved  by  the  Recorder  of  London. 
A  person^  who  falsely  pretended  that  he  was  an  emigra- 
tion commissioner,  thereby  induced  the  prosecutor  to  enter 
into  a  contract  with  him,  and  to  pay  him  under  it  a  sum  of 
money.  An  objection  was  taken,  ^that  the  verbal  repre- 
sentations could  not  be  received  in  evidence,  as  the  bargain 
between  them  was  reduced  to  writing.  But  the  Recorder 
admitted  the  evidence,  and  the  judges  unanimously  ap- 
proved of  his  decision,  and  the  conviction  was  held  good. 
Hence  it  follows,  that  the  execution  of  a  contract  between 
the  same  parties  does  not  secure  from  punishment  the  ob- 
taining of  money  under  false  pretences,  in  conformity  with 
that  contract.  Generally  speaking,  indeed,  there  would  be 
little  satisfaction  in  suing  parties  guilty  of  such  a  pro- 
ceeding; but,  in  the  greater  number  of  such  cases,  it  is  more 
probable  that  a  contract  should  intervene  in  the  transaction 
than  otherwise,  though  many  breaches  of  contract  may  be 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  the  subject  of  an  action,  and  not 
of  any  criminal  proceeding.  It  is  clear  that  the  liability  to 
an  action  cannot  of  itself  furnish  any  answer  to  an  indict- 
ment for  fraud. 

We  think  ihat  in  this  case  the  two  ingredients  of  the 

offence  of  obtaining   money  under  false  pretences  were 

proved  by  the  evidence.    The  pretences  were  false,  and 

the  money  was  obtained  by  their  means.     These  counts 

therefore  are  good. 

Rule  discharged. 

(«)  1  C.  &P.  661. 
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Rawlins  v.  Jenkins  and  others  (a). 

Trespass  to  a  fishery  in  the  river  Test.     The  plead-  Borough 

.....  •11  freebolden, 

mgs,  which  It  18  unnecessary  to  set  out,  raised  the  question  claiming  a 

whether  the  fishing  by  the  defendants  was  justified  under  common  right 

.  ,     .  f      r  ^  ^  .         .       ,  offi«hcry,had 

an  immemorial  nght  of  common  of  nsbery  m  the  mayor,  subscribtid  an 

burgesses  and  freeholders  of  the  borough  of  Whitchurch.     ^ ""^h 
On  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  Hampshire  Spring  other  in  bear- 
Assizes,    1842,  one  of  the  freeholders  of  Whitchurch  was  I^nge*oT«  de- 
called  CD  behalf  of  the  defendants.     It  appeared  that  he^  fending  any 
together  with  some  of  the  defendants  and   several  other  Ashing  in  the 
freeholders  of  the  borough,  had  signed  the  following  docu-  com"">n  ^»- 
mcnt : —  Held,  on  a 

"  Wc,  whose   names   are   hereunto   subscribed,   pledge  j'^^for^J^, 
ouraeWes  to  support  each  other,  by  mutually  bearing  the  6&7  Vict.c. 
eipenses  of  defending  any  prosecution  laid  against  us  for  competency 

fishing  in  the  common  water  of  the  river  Test,  in  the  parish  <>/&  P^^y  <o 

.  ,  the  agreement 

of  Whitchurch,  no  one  person  fishing  without  the  know-  to  be  a  witness 

ledge  of  the  subscribers,  as  agreed  in  public  assembly."        '"  *"  «ct»o*^ 

The  competency  of  this  witness  was  objected   to,  on  brought 

account  of  his  being  a  party  to  the  above  undertaking,  and  ^*U^*o^™ 

also  on  account  of  his  being  a  freeholder  of  the  borough ;  parues  to  it, 

but  the  recent  statute,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  has  rendered  it  competent 

onnecessary  to  report  the  argument  on  the  latter  point.         ''""f^' "  ^^ 

The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  word  *'  pro-  cuuon"  must 

tecution'*  bad  reference  to  a  criminal  proceeding  only,  and  ^  ,    ®"  ^^  . 

'^   ^  ^        •"  apply  to  cnmi- 

coDsequently  that  the  instrument  did  not  involve  any  under-  nal  proceed- 
taking,  on  the  part  of  the  vntness,  to  contribute  to  the  '"^  ^^  ^' 
expenses  of  the  present  action.     The  witness  was  admit- 
ted, and  the  defendants  had  a  verdict. 

Butt  now  shewed  cause  (6),  and  contended  that  the  word 
"  prosecution''  must  be  understood  in  its  popular  sense,  as 

(a)  Decided  in  Hil.  Vac.  last  notice  any  part  of  the  argument 

(Feb.  9).  except  such  as  related  to  the  con- 

(ft)  The  Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  stniction  of  the  document, 
bai  rendered   it  annecessary    to 
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designating   such  criminal  proceedings  as  the  defendants 
would  have  been  liable  to. 

Erie  and  Smirke  contrd.  The  word  "prosecution"  applies 
to  any  legal  proceeding,  whether  civil  or  criminal.  A  notice 
that  trespassers  will  be  "  prosecuted"  for  merely  walking 
across  a  field  is  in  constant  use,  although  the  trespass  can- 
not be  made  the  subject  of  a  criminal  proceeding.  So, 
even  in  law  language,  '*  pledges  to  prosecute"  were  giveu 
in  civil  actions,  and  they  may  be  terminated  by  a  **  nolle 
prosequi.*'  It  is  unlikely  that  the  subscribers  to  this  in- 
strument should  have  intended  to  exclude  civil  proceedings, 
which  were  the  sort  of  proceedings  they  had  most  reason 
to  apprehend.  [Coleridge  J.  The  witness  in  question  was 
the  first  witness,  and  then  the  instrument  was  put  in,  so 
that  the  point  was  raised  without  reference  to  any  particular 
circumstances.]  If  the  instrument  is  ambiguous,  the  Court 
will  not  construe  it  as  applicable  to  criminal  proceedings, 
for  in  that  sense  it  would  be  illegal. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  objection  was  raised  on  the 
document  itself,  in  the  first  instance.  I  think  the  word 
"  prosecution''  must  be  taken  to  have  reference  to  criminal 
proceedings,  which  it  more  properly  signifies  than  civil 
proceedings. 

Patteson  J.— The  undertaking  should  be  construed 
according  to  its  most  obvious  meaning.  The  phrase  "  lay- 
ing" a  prosecution,  applies  generally  to  an  information 
before  a  magistrate,  or  to  some  other  criminal  proceedings 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Where  there 
is  a  doubt,  we  should  lean  in  favour  of  the  competency  of  a 
witness. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 
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Brunb  t^.  Thompson  (a).  ^'^v^ 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  toils.     The  declaration  Indebitatus 

contained  six  counts.     1 .  For  tolls  for  goods  passing  through  i^t"coun't  for 

the  plaiotiflF's  manor,  and  for  their  wharfage.     2.  For  tolls  port  tolls,  3d 

payable  as  port  duties  to  plaintiff,  as  owner  of  a  certain  ton^^  3^  for 

port,  for  goods  exported  from  the  port.     3.  The  same  for  i?j**  generally. 
.  IT"  11     It  .•«.  Pica,  payment 

goods  imported.     4.  For  toils  due  to  the  plamtiii  as  owner  of  10/.  into 

of  the  said  manor.     5.  For  other  tolls  and  port  duties,  pay-  ^"[J^^i^^ 

able  to  the  plaintiflFas  owner  of  the  port.  6.  For  divers  other  counts,  and 

sums  of  money  due  for  certain  other  tolls,  8cc.  as^oiheresi- 

Pleas:   1.  As  to  the  sum  of  10/.,  alleged  to  be  for  the  due-    The 

passage  of  goods  through  the  manor,  and  wharfage,  and  for  cepted  the  10/. 

money  due  to  the  plaintiff,  a«  being  owner  of  the  said  manor,  ?nd  joined 

.  ^  '^  issue  on  non 

&C.,  as  and  for  certam  tolls,  and  for  other  sums  of  money  assumpsit. 

alleged  in  the  last  count  of  the  declaration  to  be  due,&c.  to  ^^^^^^^^^ 

the  plaintiff^  as  and  for  certain  other  tolls  and  duties  in  the  whether  the 

said  declaration  last  above  mentioned,  payment  into  Court,  endtled  to  a 

2.  As  to  the  residue,  non  assumpsit.  port  toligene- 

The  plaintiff  accepted  the  10/.  in  satisfaction  of  so  much  mueh  of  the 

as  the  first  plea  applied  to,  and  joined  issue  on  the  second  po"  only  as 

'^  *^'^  '  •'  was  his  manor. 

plea.  The  jury  found 

At  the   trial  before  Er shine  i.,  at  the  Cornwall  Spring  Jje^^^^^rt 
Assizes,   184S,  the  principal  question   made  was,  whether  toll  generally, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  port  dues  throughout  the  port  ^asdue  in  ro- 
of Padstow,  or  merely  in  such  part  of  the  port  as  was  within  »P«5;^  of  them. 
..  r^       ,         ^         ,     r        ,        ,  «     .«.  .  .    ,       He/d,aslhe 

bis  manor.     The  jury  found  that  the  plamtiff  was  entitled  defendant  had 

to  8/.  6s.  8d.,  tolls  in  respect  of  any  part  of  the  port,  and  *„P[^'^\ij 

not  in   respect  of   the  manor  only.       The  learned  judge  payment  of 

thereupon  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  that  amount  Q^"rt'^soas 

on  the  counts  for  the  port  duty,  and  gave  the  defendant  to  make  it  in- 

leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  if  the  the  port  tolls, 

Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  he  could  not 

(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Term  last  (May  1).  a  verdict  en- 

tered for  him 
OQ  the  first  count,  merely  because  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered  the  port  dues  on 
tbe  last  count,  on  which  a  greater  sum  bad  been  paid  into  Court  than  the  plaintiff  had 
recofered. 
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would  entitle  him  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  the  last 
county  as  to  which  the  money  paid  into  Court  exceeded  the 
amount  found  by  the  jury,  included  a  demand  for  port  dues. 

Erie,  in  Easter  Term  following,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac- 
cordingly^ and  cited  Early  v.  Bowman{a),  Kennedy  v.  Wi- 
thers {b),  and  Church/ull  v.  Day{c). 

Sir  fV.  W.  Follett  S.  G.,  Crowder  and  Butt  shewed  cause. 
The  cases  decided  upon  the  effect  of  payment  into  Court 
before  the  new  rules  of  pleadmg  are  no  longer  applicable. 
The  defendant  guarded  his  plea  of  payment  into  Court  so 
as  carefully  to  exclude  any  admission  with  respect  to  the 
port  dues,  and  he  cannot  now  say  that  he  has  paid  money 
into  Court  in  respect  of  them.  In  the  cases  cited,  there 
was  only  one  cause  of  action  proved. 

Erie,  Smirke  and  M.  Smith  contrd.  The  cases  cited  are 
still  applicable,  for  the  question  is  still  the  same  in  principle, 
whether  money  has  been  paid  into  Court  in  respect  of  any 
count  on  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered,  and  it  is 
clear  that  he  might  have  recovered  port  dues  on  the  last 
count  The  new  rules  have  merely  altered  the  mode  of 
paying  money  into  Court,  and  not  the  effect  of  it. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — The  rule  cannot  be  supported, 
except  by  technical  reasoning,  which  does  not  apply  to  the 
present  state  of  things.  The  defendant  went  to  trial  ex- 
pressly to  contest  the  port  dues,  and  he  has  failed. 

Pattbson  J. — It  is  admitted  the  defendant  went  to  trial 
to  dispute  the  right  to  port  dues,  and  now  it  is  said  that  he 
has  paid  money  into  Court  to  satisfy  them. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  889. 
(6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  767. 
(c)  3  M.  &  Ry.  71. 


Rule  discharged  (r). 

(c)  A  rule  for  a  new  trial  was 
made  absolute  in  respect  of  other 
points. 


END  OF  TRINITY  VACATION. 
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IN 

TflE  SEVENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

♦ 

The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were, 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Coleridge  J. 

Williams  J.  Wightman  J. 


In  the  Bail  Court* 
Patteson  J. 


Friday, 

Wood  v.  Con  nop.  Nov*  itM. 

.  In  an  action 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of  by  indorsee 

eichange  for  500/.,  payable  in  three  months,  accepted  by  ^"bjn  of 

J.  B.,  and  indorsed  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  with  counts  exchange,  a 
-  ,  ,  ,  plea  that  de- 

for  money  lent  and  on  an  account  stated.  fendant  in- 

Pleas:    1.  That   after  the   bill  of  exchange    had   been  dorseditin 

°  blank  and  de- 

drawn  and  accepted,  and  before  it  became  due,  to  wit,  on,  livered  it  to 

&c,  it  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  in  blank,  and  delivered  ^"^j^j^j  pj^ 

so  indorsed,  to  wit,  to  one  W.  Chandler,  for  a  special  pur-  pose,  viz.  to 

pose,  that  is  to  say,  that  Chandler  should  get  the  said  bill  |5  and*wiih-" 

discounted  for  the  defendant  and  for  no  other  purpose,  and  out  value,  and 

that  Chandler  had  given  no  consideration  or  value  for  the  discounted  bj 

bill.     The  plea  went  on  to  state  that  Chandler,  in  pursu-  ^^^^^P^J^PV^, 

.  .  .     .  and  IF.iointly, 

aoce  of  the  said  special  purpose,  procured  the  plaintiff  to  and  delivered 

discount  the  bill ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  "  did  jointly  with  p|„'°„t^|j^and 

one  Williams,  and  not  otherwise,  discount  the  bill,  and  /^.jointly, 

delivered  to  Chandler  200/.  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  ^^^  ^^  consi- 

being  the  joint  money  of  the  plaintiff  and  Williams,  as  the  deration  from 

consideration  for  the  delivery  of  the  bill  to  them ;  and  Chand-  solely  for  the 

fer,  in  consideration  of  the  said  joint  discount,  delivered  JJJ.^j2f™r"f__ 

VOL.  1. — D.  M.  Q  Held  bad. 


Wood 

V, 
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1843.  the  bin  to  the  plaintiff  and  Williams  jointly ,  and  not  to  the 
plaintiff  solely  or  alone,  or  with  the  intention  of  investing 
him  with  a  sole,  separate  and  exclusive  right  of  action  on 
CoHNOp.  ii^Q  bill,  severally  and  apart  from  the  said  Williams;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  never  gave,  nor  hath  the  defendant  ever  re- 
ceived from,  the  plaintiff  solely  any  consideration  whatever 
for  the  indorsement  or  delivery  to  him  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
change ;  and  that  the  only  consideration  or  value  which  the 
defendant  and  Chandler,  or  either  of  them,  received  for 
the  indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange, 
was  the  said  discount  or  advance  of  money  by  the  plaintiff 
and  Williams:' 

2.  As  to  200/.,  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  second  count 
mentioned,  and  the  same  sum,  parcel  of  the  money  in  the 
last  count  mentioned,  that  the  loan  and  advance  of  that 
sum  was  the  discounting  by  the  plaintiff  and  Williams  in 
the  first  plea  mentioned,  &c.,  and  the  same  as  to  the 
account  stated. 

Special  demurrer,  to  the  first  plea,  assigning  for  causes 
that  by  it  the  defendant  did  not  positively  traverse  or  deny 
the  indorsement  stated  in  the  declaration,  &c.,  and  that  the 
plea  amounted  to  a  mere  denial  of  the  indorsement  and 
delivery  of  the  bill  to  the  plaintiff,  as  alleged  in  the  first 
count,  and  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  country;  that  it 
was  argumentative,  and  did  not  sufficiently  confess  and 
avoid,  &c«  To  the  second  plea,  amongst  other  causes,  as 
amounting  to  an  argumentative  plea  of  non  assumpsit. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

W.  H.  Watson  for  the  plaintiff.  This  is  an  indorsement 
in  blank,  and  gives  a  right  of  action  to  any  one  to  whom 
the  bill  so  indorsed  is  delivered,  Ord  v.  Portal  {a),  and  this 
indorsement  is  not  denied  by  the  plea;  it  appears  therefore 
to  have  come  lawfully  to  the  plaintiff's  hands.  And  it  is 
quite  consistent  with  the  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  may  have 
given  full  consideration  to  Williams.   It  is  also  bad,  because 

{a)  3  Camp.  239. 
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it  alleges,  not  that  it  was  not  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
that  it  was  indorsed  to  him  and  another,  which  is  an  argu- 
mentative denial  of  the  indorsement :  Marsion  v.  Jllen  {a), 
Adams  ▼•  Jofies  (6).  (The  validity  of  the  second  plea  was 
not  maiut^ned  for  the  defendant.) 

Erie  contriL  The  objection  amounts  to  this,  that  it  is 
consistent  with  this  plea  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  right 
to  sue,  because  he  may  have  acquired  it  by  a  subsequent 
indorsement.  But  that  would  be  matter  of  replication. 
The  plea  gives  the  plaintiff  colour,  admitting  that  he  had 
1  prima  facie  right;  but  goes  on  to  shew  that  the  cause  of 
action  was  really  in  him  and  Williams  jointly,  and  the 
plaintiff's  liability  to  them  jointly.  [  Wightmani.  Suppose 
the  bill  had  been  delivered  to  Williams  only,  instead  of  the 
plaintiff  and  Williams^  would  it  have  been  necessary,  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  sue,  that  he  should  shew  an  indorsement 
from  Williams  ?  Coleridge  J.  That  would  be  to  confound 
the  distinction  between  general  and  special  indorsement.] 
Goodman  v.  Harvey  (c),  Arbouin  v.  Anderson  (d).  It  is  also 
not  an  argumentative  traverse. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — The  Court  is  against  you  on  the 
fint  point.  The  plea  states  a  series  of  facts  quite  imma- 
terial to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue. 

WiLUAMS,  CoLEBiDGE  and  WiOHTMAN  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

(fl)  8  M.  &  W.  494.  (c)  4  A.  &  £.  870;  S.  C.  6  N.  &  M.  372. 

(*)  4  P.  &  D.  174.  ((/)  1  Q.  B.  498;  S.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  403. 
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^  .^  TORRENCE  V.  GiBBINS. 

In^^  for  the  ^^^^  ^^^  seduction  of  the  plaintifPs  daughter.  The  de- 
seduction  of  claration  stated  that  the  defendant  debauched  and  carnally 
daughter  and  ^^^^  -E.  T.,  "  being  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  and  who 
servant,  not  then  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  was  and  yet  is  the 
issue  the  fact    servant  of  the  plaintiff."     Plea,  that  the  said  E.  T.  was  not 

of  seduction     gj  jj^g  ggjj  ^\^^  when,  &c,  servant  of  the  plaintiff  in  manner 

only,  and  not  '  '^ 

the  factor  ser-  and  form.    Demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  amounted 

^*  Althoueh       ^^  "°*  g"''^y>  ^"<^  should  have  been  so  pleaded.    Joinder  in 

the  declare-      demurrer. 

tion  is  in  the 

following  .     .«.        A 

form:— That         Athertotf,  for  the  plamtiff.     According  to  the  rules  of 

debSd^he  ^"-  ^^^^^'  ^  ^*''-  "^^  ^'^^  P'^^  ^^  "°^  g"''^y  operates  ''as  a 
daughterofthe  denial  only  of  the  breach  of  duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged 

theiTand  dui^^  ^^  ^^^^  '^^^^  committed  by  the  defendant,  and  not  of  the 
ing  all  the  time  facts  stated  in  the  inducement."  The  question  resolves 
aforesaid  was    .      ,^  ,  .  i        .       i  /.    .  •     , 

and  yet  is  the   itself  to  this :   what  is  the  meanmg  of  the  word  "  wrong- 

servant  of  the  f^]  ^^^p'  There  appear  to  be  two  classes  of  facts  which 
plamuflf.'  .  . 

A  plea,         may  fall  under  this  designation.    The  one,  where  the  fact 

versfneUie'ser-  ^^*^'^>  without  more,  is  wrongful;  the  other,  where  the  fact  in 
vice  modo  et  itself  is  indifferent,  but  the  wrongfulness  arises  from  its  in- 
bad  as  an  ar-  ju"ous  effect  on   the  defendant.      In  the  first  class,  the 

gumentative  p]ea  of  not  guilty  would  in  strict  reasoning  cover  notbins 
plea  of  not         f  ....•ir  -i         i  i-.-i  ^. 

guilty  (a).         but  a  denial  of  the  fact;  in  the  other,  a  denial  either  of  the 

fact  itself,  or  of  the  wrongful  character,  i.  e.  that  it  could 

inflict  an  injury  on  the  defendant.     And  with  this  the  in* 

stances  given  in  the  new  rules  seem  to  agree.     '^  In  an 

action  on  the  case  for  a  nuisance  to  the  occupation  of  a 

house,  by  carrying  on  an  offensive  trade,  the  plea  of  not 

guilty  will  operate  as  a  denial    only  that  the  defendant 

carried  on  the  alleged   trade  in  such  a  way  as  to   be  a 

nuisance  to  the  occupation  of  the  house."    That  is  a  case 

under  the  second  class.     The  carrying  on  the  offensive 

trade  is  in  itself  indifferent;  it  is  the  injuriousness  to  the 

(a)  See  the  form  io  2  Chilty,  jun.  Precedents  in  Pleadiog,  571,  sod  th«  ob- 
servations, ib.  pp.  617, 644. 
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plaiotiflTs  occupatioD  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  action; 
and  that  is  accordingly  denied  by  not  guilty.  But  in  the 
Best  instance,  "  in  case  for  obstructing  a  right  of  way,  such 
plea  will  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  obstruction  only,  and 
not  of  the  right  of  way."  That  falls  under  the  first  class. 
The  thing  done  is  one  which  priro&  facie  the  defendant  had 
no  right  to  do;  the  general  issue,  therefore,  merely  denies 
it  Applying  this  distinction  to  the  present  case,  as  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  the  fact  of  seduc- 
ing the  plaintiff']!  daughter  is  one  which  in  itself  con- 
stitutes no  ground  of  action.  Prim&  facie,  as  between 
those  parties,  it  was  no  more  than  seducing  any  other 
woman.  Its  injuriousness  arises  out  of  the  fact  that  she  is 
the  plaintiff^s  servant.  Then  not  guilty  operates  as  a  de- 
nial of  that  fact.  Another  rule  is,  that  what  is  stated  by 
way  of  inducement  is  not  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty  under 
the  new  rules.  Here  there  is  no  inducement.  The  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant  is  stated  substantively  in  the 
declaration.  Again,  where  an  action  on  the  case  depends 
on  resulting  damage,  which  may  or  may  not  have  accrued 
from  the  act  complained  of,  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the 
damage.  The  cause  of  action  here  is  not  the  seduction, 
but  the  damage  which  may  or  may  not  result  from  it,  ac- 
cording as  the  party  seduced  has  or  has  not  the  character 
of  the  plaintiff's  servant.  If  this  be  so,  the  plea  is  un- 
doubtedly bad  on  special  demurrer.  Sulherlmid  v.  Pratt  (a) 
is  an  authority,  that  a  plea,  which  puts  in  issue  part  of  the 
ficts  covered  by  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  is  one  which  puts  iu 
issue  the  whole. 
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Byles  Serjt.  contri.  The  relation  of  servant  to  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  matter  of  inducement,  though  inserted 
in  an  unusual  manner  in  the  declaration.  Any  material 
iDegation  in  the  inducement  must  be  specially  traversed, 
eten  though  it  be  improperly  incorporated  in  the  breach : 
Frankum  v.  Lord  Falmouth  (6).     The  other   tests   sug- 

(i)  11  M.  ft  W.  296.         (6)  3  A.  &  £11.  453  $  iS.  C.  4  N.  &  M.  SSO. 
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gested  are  equally  fallacious.  In  case  for  negligently  run* 
ning  down  the  plaintiff's  carriage  with  a  cart,  it  cannot  be 
shewn  under  not  guilty  that  the  cart  was  not  defendant's; 
Tavenier  v.  lAttle{a)\  and  yet  the  damage  clearly  arose 
from  the  defendant's  driving,  or  not  at  all.  It  might  be  as 
well  contended  that,  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversalioD, 
the  marriage  might  be  disputed  under  not  guilty.  la  fact, 
the  question  never  would  have  arisen,  had  it  not  been  for  a 
nisi  prius  dictum  of  LittUdale  J.  in  HoUmoay  v.  Abell{b). 


Atherton  in  reply.  The  distinction  between  the  present 
case  and  those  suggested  is,  that  in  this  there  is  nothing  of 
which  the  plaintiff  can  prim&  facie  complain. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  cannot  but  think  that  the  dis- 
tinction suggested  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  supposing  it 
to  be  of  any  validity,  would  operate  against  him  in  the  pre- 
sent instance.  In  the  illustration  given  in  the  new  rules  of 
the  action  on  the  case  for  carrying  on  an  offensive  trade, 
there  is  nothing  which  the  defendant  has  not  a  right  to  do, 
or  of  which  any  one  could  complain,  except  the  plaintiff, 
who  is  damnified  by  it  on  account  of  his  proximity.  But 
seduction  appears  to  me  an  act  prima  facie  of  an  injurious 
character;  injurious  to  some  one  or  other;  and  the  fact  of 
injury  to  the  individual  who  complains  is,  therefore,  pro- 
perly put  in  issue  by  the  special  plea. 

Williams,  Coleridgb  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
(fl)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  678^  (6)  7  Car.  &  P.  528. 
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Taylor  v.  Rolfe  and  others.  WtdneuUy^ 

Nov.  22nd. 
Trespass.     Plea,  not  guiUy.    The  defendants  after-  Where  a  plain- 
wards  obtained  leave  to  plead  de  novo,  and  paid  5/.  into  Kasobuined 

Court,  which  the  plaintiff  took  out»  and  replied  damages  judgment 
1    %  •  •  .    .  .   •      .        *       •      c     •        A     •  on  demurrer, 

altra,  on  which  issue  was  joined.     Ai  the  opring  Assiaees,  and,  on  the 

1841,  they  pleaded,  puis  darrein  continuance,  the  bank-  ^^^[^^^  "^"^^ 

niptcy  of  the  plaintiff.    To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred;  assess  the  da- 

and  in  Easter  Term,  1842,  judgment  was  given  for  him.  ^^Jwuia^ 

At  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Wilts,  1843,  a  writ  of  inquiry  was  40«.,the  plain- 

1        t  t         ,  .     -/T-  .  r     1-         I      tiffis  not  de- 

executed,  when  the  plaintiti  recovered  one  fartumg   da-  prived  of  his 

mages.     The  Master  Uxed  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  suit.       ^^^^\l  f  * 

£r/f,  in  the  ensuing  term,  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
reviewing  the  taxation,  by  disallowing  these  costs,  on  the 
giouod  that  the  case  was  within  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  '2. 

W.  Hm  Watson  and  Humfrey  now  shewed  cause.  This 
is  a  judgment  on  demurrer;  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore 
eatitled  to  his  costs.  The  statutes,  which  so  entitle  him, 
are  not  repealed,  8  &g  Will.  3,  c.  1 1,  s.  2,  and  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c4£,  a.  34,  by  which,  "upon  any  demurrer  joined  in  any 
action  whatsoever,  the  party  in  whose  favour  such  judg* 
sent  aball  be  given  shall  also  have  judgment  to  recover  his 
cosu  io  that  behalf."  The  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  and  22  &  23  Car. 
2,  c  9,  were  not  held  to  take  away  the  costs  on  demurrer 
given  by  this  act.  On  the  other  hand,  the  21  Jac.  1,  c  16, 
1.6,  which  takes  away  costs  in  actions  for  slander,  where 
the  verdict  is  under  40s.,  has  the  words,  ''If  the  jury,  upon 
the  trial  of  the  issue  in  such  action,  or  the  jury  that  shall 
inquire  of  the  damages,  do  iind  or  assess  the  damages  under 
40i.,"  thereby  clearly  extending  its  provisions  to  the  assess- 
ment of  damages  on  a  judgment  obtained. 

The  words  of  3  8c  4  Vict,  c.  24,  s.  *2,  are  very  different; 
"If  the  plaintiff,  in  any  action  of  trespass,  or  of  trespass  on 
the  casCi  brought  or  to  be  brought  in  any  of  her  Majesty's 
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184S.  Courts  at  Westminster,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
at  Lancaster,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Dur- 
ham, shall  recover  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  less  damages 
than  405.;"  and  ^^  whether  it  shall  be  given  upon  any  issue 
or  issues  tried,  or  judgment  shall  have  passed  by  default." 
The  case  of  a  jury  assessing  damages  after  a  judgment  on 
demurrer,  under  a  writ  of  inquiry,  is  clearly  omitted.  Head 
V.  Baldrey{a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  how  strictly  this  Court 
will  construe  statutes  depriving  parties  of  their  costs. 

Secondly,  the  defendants  have  paid  in  5/.  The  whole 
sum,  therefore,  eventually  recovered,  through  the  verdict  of 
the  jury,  amounted  to  5/.  and  a  farthing. 

Erie  contr^.  (He  was  desired  to  confine  himself  to  the 
first  point.)  The  statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2,  after  the 
words  cited  on  the  other  side,  goes  on  to  enact,  "  unless 
the  judge  or  presiding  officer  before  whom  such  verdict 
shall  be  obtained  shall  immediately  afterwards  certify  on 
the  back  of  the  record,  or  on  the  writ  of  trial  or  writ  of  in-' 
quirj/j  that  the  action  was  really  brought  to  try  a  right." 
This  seems  to  shew  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
was  to  extend  the  provision,  depriving  plaintiffs  of  costs, 
to  every  case  of  a  writ  of  trial  or  writ  of  inquiry.  And  the 
words  **  issue,  or  issues  tried,"  may  well  include  an  issue 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to. 
Every  case  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  is  within  the  mischief  of 
the  statute.  Suppose  a  plaintiff  relies  on  a  ground  of  de- 
murrer altogether  beside  the  real  merits,  and  obtains 
judgment  on  this,  being  a  mere  technical  point:  if  he  pro- 
ceeds to  avail  himself  of  3  8c4  Will.  4,  c.42,  s.34,  no  doubt 
he  can  get  his  costs;  but,  if  he  goes  before  a  jury  to  assess 
damages,  it  is  no  hardship  on  him  to  be  subject  to  the 
general  rule.  James  v.  Salter{b)  is  an  analogous  decision 
on  the  three  first  sections  of 3  &4  Will.  4,  c.  27. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
{a)  n  A.  &  E.  906;  5.  C  3  P.  &  D.  6«5.         {b)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  544. 
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Muter  has  done  right,  and  that  his  taxation  is  not  to  be 
reviewed.  The  words  in  the  first  clause  of  the  section  are 
general ;  but  they  are  afterwards  restrained  by  those  which 
follow,  "whether  it  shall  be  given  upon  any  issue  or  issues 
tried,  or  judgment  shall  have  passed  by  default."  That 
seems  to  restrict  the  effect  of  the  statute  to  two  specified 
cases.  It  certainly  may  be  said,  by  a  refined  construction, 
that  the  sheriff,  under  a  writ  of  inquiry  to  assess  damages, 
tries  an  issue.  But  such  a  construction  can  hardly  be 
applied  to  a  statute  like  the  present,  where  words  well 
known  to  the  law  are  used,  which  must  bear  their  ordinary 
meaning.  We  think,  therefore,  that  a  verdict  on  a  writ  of 
inquiry  to  assess  damages  on  judgment  on  demurrer  is  not 
vithin  the  act. 
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Williams,  Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  r.  Mary  Johnson. 

1  ASHLEY  moved  for  a  rule  absolute  in  the  first  in- 
ttance  for  an  attachment  against  the  prosecutrix,  for  non- 
payment of  costs  pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur.  In 
tkis  case  a  writ  de  contumace  capiendo  had  issued  at  the 
loit  of  the  prosecutrix,  which  was  quashed  in  Trinity 
term,  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  prosecutrix  or  her  at- 
torney. The  prosecutrix  was  a  married  woman ;  and  the 
iffidavits  shewed  a  demand  both  on  her  and  her  husband. 
The  general  rule  in  the  Queen's  Bench  is,  that  the  rule  is 
ibsolate  in  the  first  instance  {a) :  the  only  question  is, 
whether  this  rule  applies  where  the  prosecutrix  is  a  married 
woman. 

Per  Curiam  (6) — 

Rule  absolute. 

(o)  Hex  V.  C.  D.y  1  Chit.  R.  723. 

(6)  Lord  Vcnman  Q,  J.,  Williamij  Coleridge  and  Wighlrnan  h. 


Wednaday, 
Norn,  «8ii</. 

Tlie  rule  for 
ail  attachment 
for  nonpay- 
ment of  costs 
Snrsuant  to  a 
laster's  allo- 
catur, is  abso- 
lute in  the  first 
instance, 
although 
against  a  mar- 
ried woman. 
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Fridajff 
Nov.  Q^th. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Commissioners   of  Sewers   of  the 
Tower  Hamlets. 


A  RULE  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  ^Michael 
Scales,  calling  on  these  commissioners  to  shew  cause  why 
a  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into  this  Court  a 
certain  presentment,  inquisition^  or  assessment,  made  by 


On  a  present- 
ment to  the 
commis- 
sioners of 
sewersy  the 
party  charged 

theproperday  ^  J^''^  ^^  ^  court  of  sewers  for  the  limits  of  the  Tower 

in  the  court  of   Hamlets,  excluding  Saint  Katherine'*8  and  Blackwall  Marsb, 
sewers,  and        ,    , ,  ,  T     ,         i.    a  ^  i        . 

holden  on  the   10th  day  of  August,  1821,  whereby  among 


tendered  bis 
traverse  in 
writing.    The 
clerk  to  the 
commis- 
sioners (ac- 
cording to  the 
alleged  prac- 
tice of  tne 
court)  filed  a 
demurrer  to 
this  traverse 


Other  things  it  was  presented  that  the  several  persons  men- 
tioned in  the  schedules  to  the  said  presentment  annexed 
received  benefit  or  avoided  damage  by  the  support,  main- 
tenance, reparatioUi  reformation  and  amendment  of  the 
sewers  in  the  Hackney  Marsh  Level ;  and  also  all  ordinances, 
decrees  and  orders  thereon^  whereby  a  certain  rate  was 
made,  assessed  and  levied  on  Michael  Scales,  in  respect  of 
ofinfornTli"^    certain   lands  and  tenements,  &c.  in  his   possession  and 

The  party 
chaiged  ap- 
plied for  leave 
to  amend  his 


trarerse, 
which  the 
court  refused : 
and  gave  Judg- 
ment against 
him  on  the 


occupation  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Stratford,  Bow. 

The  presentment  in  question  was  returned  by  a  jury  to 
the  commissioners  of  sewers  on  the  10th  August,  1841, 
and  notice  was  given  in  the  usual  mode  that  any  person 
intending  to  traverse  the  same  would  be  allowed  to  do  so 
on  Tuesday,  the  24th  following.     On  that  day  Mr.  Scales 

demarrOT^^On  **PP^^''^^  ^"  court,  and   tendered  the  following  paper  by 

this  a  rate  was   way  of  traverse. 

that  the  com-'       "*^'^  '^®  Commissioners  of  Sewers  of  Hackney,  and  all 

missioners         others  whom  it  may  concern.     Gentlemen, — A  present- 
were  wrong  ill  .  i     a  .  • 
admitting  the    nient  made  to  you  on  the  10th  August,  1841,  by  a  jury 

demurrer  to       therein  named,  amongst  other  averments  states  that  the 

the  traverse  . 

on  the  ground    houses   and   lands  occupied    by  me   and   various   of  my 

of  informality  ; 

or,  at  all  events,  that  they  should  have  given  the  party  leave  to  amend. 

But,  the  judgment  on  demurrer  having  taken  place  in  September,  1841,  the  order  to 
pay  the  rate  in  June,  1843,  and  a  distress,  levied  thereon,  in  July,  1849,  this  Court 
discharged  a  rule,  applied  for  in  Trinity  Term,  1843,  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  the  pre- 
sentment, judgment,  rate  and  order,  on  the  ground  tliat  the  application  was  out  of 
time. 
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teoants  and  others  iohabiUnts  of  Old  Ford  in  the  parish  of         i84d. 

St  Mirj  StiMtford,    Bow,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,      ^^n*^^ 

eitker  afoid  damage  or  are  benefited  by  a  stream  designated  «. 

in  such  presentment   as   Hackney  Brook  Level :  and  that  ^  Comims. 
L      J    ij^-  »       »    o.       *  woncpi  of 

mmt  Muhael  Scales  and  others,  their  lands  and  tene-  Sewers  of  the 

^lAii  ought  to   be    rated  to  such  Hackney  Brook  Level,     il[«^^ 

locofdiog  to  a  schedule   or  valuation  set  forth  in  such  pre- 

aitneoL    I  hereby   give  you  notice  that  I  traverse  such 

preseDtinent,  and    say  that  such  presentment  is  illegal  and 

ODJast  io  the  whole  and  in  every  part  of  it,  and  therefore  I 

pvtmjself  upon  a  Jury  of  my  country,  and  demand  to  be 

iKvd  myself,   by   my  tenants,  and  also  by  the  inhabitants 

named  ia  such  presentment.    Michael  Scales,  Long  Hall, 

OU  Ford,  24th  August,  184L 

'^AmoDg  other  reasons,  I  derive  no  benefit  nor  avoid  no 
Bjaryfrom  the  Hackney  Brook  Level  Sewer:  and  it  is  an 
Qoequal  rate.      Mictiael  Scales.'* 

To  llus  traverse  the  clerk  to  the  commissioners  entered 

tbe following  demurrer: 

The  Qfieen  v.  Michael  Scales. 

h  the  Coiurt  of  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower 
Htmlels,  excluding  St.  Katherine's  and  Blackwall 
Marsh. 

"And  as  to  the  plea  by  way  of  traverse  of  Michael  Scales 
to  the  presentment  made  on  behalf  of  our  Sovereign  Lady 
die  Queen,  by  a  jury  of  the  county  of  Middlesex  at  a  court 
of  sewers  for  the  limits  of  the  Tower  Hamlets,  excluding 
St.  Katherine's  and  Blackwall  Marsh,  holden  on  the  10th 
of  August,  1841,  John  William  Unwin,  clerk  of  the  said 
coort  and  of  the  commissioners  of  sewers  for  the  Tower 
Hamlets  aforesaid,  being  duly  authorised  and  empowered 
ia  this  behalf,  on  behalf  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen, 
says  that  the  said  presentment  ought  not  to  be  quashed,  but 
Might  in  all  things  to  be  affirmed  notwithstanding  the  said 
traverse ;  because  he  says  that  the  said  traverse  is  insuffi- 
cient in  law ;  and  be  shews  to  the  court  here  the  following 


The  Queen 

V, 
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1843.         grounds   and   causes   of  demurrer  to   the   said   traverse, 

namely,  that  it  does  not  tender  an  issue,  or  pray  that  the 

facts  therein  alleged  or  any  of  them  may  be  inquired  of  by 

TheCommis-  ||,e  country;  nor  does  the  said  Michael  Scales  therehy  put 

sioners  of  ^  ^  •  i 

Sewers  of  the   himself  upon  the  country  as  to  any  fact  or  facts  material  to 

Tower  h^^  ^^j^ ^ .  ^^^  ^^  certain  issue  can  be  taken,  nor  can  any 
trial  of  the  merits  be  had  thereon,  and  the  same  is  couched 
in  vague,  argumentative,  and  uncertain  terms,  and  is  calcu- 
lated  to  perplex  and  delay  the  proceedings  of  the  courts 
and  ought  to  be  quashed  and  holden  for  nought." 

A  copy  of  this  demurrer  vi^as  sent  to  Michael  Scales^  with 
notice  that  the  next  court  would  be  holden  on  the  7th 
September  following.  On  that  day  Michael  Scales  ap* 
peared,  and  applied  for  leave  to  amend  his  traverse  on 
payment  of  costs.  This  the  court  refused,  and  proceeded 
to  allow  the  demurrer,  of  which  the  following  entry  was 
made. 

"  In  the  Court  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the 
Tower  Hamlets  (excluding  St.  Katherines  and  Blackwall 
Marsh).  The  Queen  agst.  Michael  Scales.  On  the  7th 
of  September,  1841,  comes  the  said  Michael  Scales  into 
this  court,  and  says  that  his  said  plea  by  way  of  traverse 
to  the  presentment  made  by  a  jury  of  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex on  the  10th  August,  1841,  is  sufficient  in  law; 
whereupon  the  said  M.  S.  being  present  in  court  here,  and 
having  been  heard  in  support  of  his  said  plea  by  way  of  tra- 
verse, and  the  court  having  fully  considered  and  delil>erated 
upon  the  premises,  it  is  considered  and  adjudged  by  the 
court  here,  that  the  said  plea  by  way  of  traverse  of  the  said 
M.  S,  is  not  sufficient  in  law,  and  that  the  same  ought  to 
be  and  it  is  quashed,  and  holden  for  nought;  and  that  the 
said  presentment  made  as  aforesaid  ought  to  be  and  it  is 
confirmed  and  approved  of  by  the  court,  and  that  the  said 
M.  S.  be  taxed  accordingly." 

Upon  this  a  rate  was  made,  which  was  resisted  by  Mr. 
Scales,  and  various  proceedings  took  place,  ending  in  an 
order  on  Mr«  Scales  for  payment  of  the  rate,  21st  June, 
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1342,  and  a  distress  levied  on  his  property  on  the  25tb         1843. 
Jolj,  1842.  v-^v^^ 

The  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  Trinity  Term,  1843.  *  p.""* 

The  Commis- 

Sir  IV.  W.  FoUelt  A.  G.,  Kellif  and   WiUes,  now  shewed    Sewers  of  the 

cause.    This  is  not  a  case  for  a  certiorari.    There  is  nothing        Towe* 

.  ^      Hamlits. 
wrong  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings.     If  the  cominis- 

sioners  of  sewers  unjustly  refused  to  allow  the  amendment 
of  the  inforaial  traverse,  mandamus  was  the  proper  remedy. 
Nor  cao  any  instance  be  found  where  a  certiorari  has  been 
granted  after  decree,  in  order  to  enable  a  party  to  make  a 
traverse.  Besides,  the  commissioners  are  justices  of  oyer 
lad  terminer  within  their  jurisdiction,  and  the  only  dif- 
ference between  one  of  their  presentments  and  an  ordinary 
iodictment,  is  that  the  former  are  made  mero  niotu  jura- 
torom  :  Caliis  on  Sewers,  l65  ;  Fitz.  N.  B.  1  IS  b. ;  Com. 
Dig.  Sewers  G.  There  can  be  no  traverse  after  a  decree. 
[Lard  Denman  C.  J.  The  objection  is  that  no  opportunity 
was  given  to  Mr.  Scales  to  traverse.]  He  joined  in  de- 
morrer,  and  judgment  was  given  against  him.  The  de- 
norrer  is  quite  correct  in  form,  and  properly  filed  by  the 
dark  to  the  commissioners,  Ramsay  v.  Nornabell{a),  and 
see  the  forms  in  4  Wentworlh's  Precedents.  The  remedy 
bj  action  was  open  to  Mr.  Scales. 

Erie  and  Hurlstone  contr^  Birkett  v.  Crozier  {b)  shews 
tkat  it  18  doubtful  at  best  whether  a  party  can  bring  his 
action  without  having  traversed.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
tkat  this  was  intended  as  a  traverse ;  at  the  worst,  it  is 
informal  only.  And  when  the  commissioners  enjoy  so 
peculiar  a  right  as  that  of  demurring  by  their  clerk  to  a  tra- 
verse of  a  presentment  in  their  own  court,  and  then  deciding 
OQ  the  demurrer,  it  cannot  be  lawful  for  them  to  demur 
merely  on  the  ground  of  informality.  It  is  by  no  means 
dear  that  their  decision  is  not  final ;  that  is,  whether  any 
vrit  of  error  can  be  brought:  Caliis,  288;  Commins  v. 
MoMsam,  18  Car.  1,  ib.  290;  March  197  :  at  all  events  no 

(e)  11  A.&  £.  383;  5.C.  3  P.  &  D.  263.  (6)  3  C.  &  P.  63. 
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184S.        instance  of  such  a  proceeding  can  be  shewn.    The  com- 

The  Queen     ""^sioners  are  themselves  bound  to  no  legal  forms  in  strict- 

V.  ness:  Lord  Dunbar  v.  TTie  Commissioners  of  Sewers  {a), 

sionen  of     ^"^  therefore  neither  are  other  parties  in  their  courts ;  Rex 

^Tvl*  ^^  V.  Smith  (b).    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Is  not  your  application 

Hamlets,      too  late  ?]     It  might  be  so,  if  our  objection  was  one  of 

mere  informality  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  but  here 

it  is  of  a  wrong  proceeding,  by  which  injustice  has  been 

done.     If  our  right  to  traverse  has  been  denied  us,  we  are 

not  too  late.    It  is  a  right  expressly  given  by  1  H.  4,  c.  12 ; 

Callis,  2l6;  Com.  Dig.  Sewers,  G. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Mr.  Scales  has  lain  by  so  long 
without  pressing  his  complaint,  that  the  Court  will  not 
interfere.  If  he  again  conceives  himself  to  be  improperly 
charged,  he  can  then  oppose  it.  The  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged, but  only  on  this  ground :  there  is  in  my  opinion 
great  weight  in  the  objections  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
commissioners. 

Williams  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Scales  ought 
to  have  been  allowed  to  amend  his  traverse,  and,  if  be  had 
taken  measures  in  time,  he  might  have  applied  to  this 
Court  to  compel  the  commissioners  to  receive  his  amended 
traverse. 

Coleridge  J. — I  certainly  think,  as  at  present  advised, 
that  the  court  of  sewers  ought  to  have  looked  into  this 
traverse,  instead  of  rejecting  it  on  a  point  of  form.  But, 
the  more  improper  their  conduct,  the  more  reason  for  the 
early  application  of  Mr.  Scales  to  this  Court  for  its  inter- 
position. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  Keble,  S98.  (6)  1  Vernon,  68. 
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The  Queen  r.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  ^^%-w/ 

Company  (a). 

The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  in  and  by  a  car-  The  principle, 

taio  rate  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  ^^*'  **'® 

'^  «^  amoont,  on 

Seighford   in   the  county  of  Stafford,  on  the  6th  day  of  which  a  rail- 

Aogust,  1843,  were  rated,  in  respect  of  the  Grand  Junction  ^tf^J^^'com-^ 

Railway  passing  through  the  said  parish  and  land  adjoin-  P^^y  ^re  them- 

bg,  on  the  sum  of  1050/.    Upon  appeal  duly  made  against  carriers,  is  to 

the  said  assessment,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  con-  ^  assessed  to 
-,,  ..  ,  ..  ^  t  »    ^  the  poor  s  rate, 

firmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  is  the  rent 

foflo wing  case :  ^^^^ll  « ^^^ 

^  would  pay,  he 

The  appellants  were  incorporated,  and  the  Grand  Junction  heingsupposed 

Riilway  formed,  by  and  under  an  act  3  Will.  4,  c.  xxxiv.;  delfv^ig  from 

(local,  personal  and  public)  altered,  amended  and  extended  the  use  of  the 

bj  other  acts  of  parliament,  namely,  4  Will.  4,  c.  iv.;  5  profits^which^ 

WdL  4,  c.  viii. ;  5  Will. 4,  c.  ix.;  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  lix.;  3  Fid.  c.  accrue  to  the 

,  company  from 

ilix.;  which  are  to  be  taken  to  be  part  of  this  case.    Under  the  convey- 

these  several  acts,  not  only  has  the  line  of  railway  as  ori-  jen^ere    cods 

{iaally  contemplated  from  Warrington  to  Birmingham  been  &c.  such  lessee 

constructed  and  opened  for  public  use,  but  other  railways  motive  wmer, 

mide  by  other  parties  from  Warrington  to  Newton,  and  carriages,  &c. 

subject  to  cer- 
(a)  Decided  in  Easter  Vacation,  1844,  (May  lOth.)  tain  deduc- 

tions, is  not 
akered  by  the  circumstance,  that  other  parties  also  arc  carriers  on  the  railway,  some 
pnmding  for  themselves  locomotive  power,  carriages,  stations  and  watering  places,  &c. 
tad  paying  tolls  only  to  the  company,  and  others  finding  carriages  only,  and  hiring  power, 
ic  firoai  the  company. 

la  sacb  a  case,  the  following  was  held  to  be  a  correct  mode  of  rating  the  railway 
CQiB|Miny  in  a  parish  through  which  a  railway  passes,  but  in  which  there  are  no  stations 
or  boildings  belonging  to  the  company. 

From  the  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  company,  including  both  lolls  received,  and  also 
i&  pro6tft  dcrired  by  the  company  as  carriers,  were  deducted  : — 

1.  A  per  centage  on  the  capital  invested  by  the  company  in  the  purchase  of  engines 
ind  the  other  moveable  stock  necessary  for  their  business  as  carriers. 

S.  A  per  centage  on  the  same  sum  as  for  tenant's  profits  and  profits  of  trade. 

3.  A  per  centage  on  the  same  sum  as  the  annual  amount  of  depreciation  of  stock 
beyood  repairs. 

4.  A  sum  for  the  company *s  annual  cost  of  conducting  their  business  as  carriers. 

5.  The  annual  value  of  the  stations  and  other  buildings  rated  separately  from  the 
iMlway. 

6.  A  sum  for  renewing  rails,  chairs,  sleepers,  &c. 

The  several  amounts  of  all  these  deductions  were  fixed  by  agreement. 

The  residue  of  the  above  gross  sum  was  taken  as  the  sum  at  which  the  railway  might 
be  reasonably  expected  to  let  from  year  to  year. 

No  dcdoctioo  should  be  made  from  the  above  sum  for  an  amiual  allowance  for 
goodwill. 


238 

1843. 
The  Queen 

V. 

The  Grand 
Junction 
Railway 
Company. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEENS  BENCH, 

from  Crewe  to  Chester,  and  long  since  opened,  have  been 
vested  in  and  become  the  property  of  the  appellants ;  and 
these  by  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts  or  some  of  them 
now  form  part  of  the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  and  the 
whole  is  managed  as  to  accounts  and  otherwise  as  one 
entire  business.  Over  all  these  railways  so  constructed 
and  open,  and  also  over  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester 
Railway,  between  Newton  and  Liverpool  in  the  one  direc- 
tion, and  Newton  and  Manchester  in  the  other,  the  appel- 
lants themselves  exercise  the  right  of  being  carriers  on  their 
own  account  of  passengers  and  goods,  providing  for  them- 
selves stations  or  stopping  places,  locomotive  power,  car- 
riages, coke,  and  watering  places,  and  all  other  things 
necessary  and  convenient  for  conveyance  of  passengers  and 
goods,  and  charging  for  such  conveyance  reasonable  fares 
and  freights,  in  addition,  as  regards  the  said  Grand  Junc- 
tion Railway,  to  the  tolls  or  tonnages  which  they  are 
authorised  by  the  said  acts  to  take ;  and  by  this  carrying 
trade,  as  well  as  by  the  toll,  the  appellants  make  profit. 

Other  parties  also  e.xercise  the  right  of  being  carriers  over 
various  parts  of  the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  and  amongst 
others  over  that  part  which  is  in  the  respondent  parish, 
providing  for  themselves,  without  the  consent  or  concur- 
rence of  the  appellants,  and  independently  of  them,  (subject 
however  to  the  control  of  the  appellants  under  the  provi« 
sions  of  the  said  several  acts  of  parliament,  and  also  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  several  acts  of  parliament  for  the 
regulation  of  railways),  locomotive  power,  carriages,  coke, 
and  watering  places,  and  all  other  things  necessary  and  con- 
venient  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  and  goods,  and 
separate  stations  and  stopping  places  adjoining  the  railway, 
and  the  needful  branches  into  or  communications  with  the 
same ;  and  they,  like  the  appellants,  make  profits  of  their 
trade  so  carried  on  by  them  over  the  railway;  and  they  pay 
to  the  appellants  the  tolls  or  tonnage  duly  fixed  by  the 
appellants  pursuant  to  the  said  acts  or  some  of  them,  and 
being  the  same  tolls  ns  formed  the  basis  of  the  calculations 
hereinafter  mentioned  as  contended  for  by  the  appellants. 
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A  third  class  of  carriers  over  the  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way hire  from  the  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company 
locomotive  engines,  and  the  use  of  stations,  &c.  but  And 
their  own  carriages ;  and  they  likewise  make  profits  over 
the  railway.  These  also  pay  to  the  appellants  the  said  tolls 
or  tonnages,  besides  a  compensation  for  the  use  of  the 
power,  stations  and  other  accommodations  provided  for 
them.  The  total  length  of  so  much  of  the  Grand  Junction 
Railway  as  lies  between  Birmingham  and  Newton  is  84 
miles,  and  from  Crewe  to  Chester  21  miles,  making  toge- 
ther 105  miles ;  and  the  distance  along  the  Liverpool  and 
Manchester  Railway  from  Newton  to  Liverpool  is  15 
miles,  and  from  Newton  to  Manchester  l6  miles.  The 
leogtb  of  railway  within  the  respondent  parish  is  one  mile, 
and  there  is  no  station,  stopping  place  or  property  of  the 
appellants,  other  than  the  railway  itself,  in  the  said  parish. 
The  appellants  have  duly  caused  toll  boards  or  lists  to  be 
Dade  and  published,  as  required  by  sections  165  and  l66 
of  the  statute  first  above-mentioned.  The  appellants  have 
ilso  duly  kept  the  accounts  of  tolls  as  required  by  sections 
19  and  20  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  56,  and  section  27  of  3  Fict,  c. 
4!),  and  free  access  has  been  afforded  to  them  as  required 
bj  those  acts.  The  fares  and  charges  for  the  conveyance 
of  passengers,  goods,  parcels,  8&c.  by  the  appellants  as 
carriers,  are  regulated  by  the  number  of  miles  through 
vbicb  they  are  carried,  as  well  as  by  weight,  bulk,  value, 
ilc,  and  various  other  circumstances,  in  like  manner  as  the 
fares  and  charges  of  other  carriers. 

The  gross  sum  received  by  the  appellants  as  tolls,  rates, 
or  duties,  including  both  what  they  receive  from  other 
companies  or  persons  using  the  railway  as  carriers,  and 
also  the  gross  sum  of  the  tolls,  rates  or  duties  of  which 
an  account  is  also  kept,  calculated  upon  all  the  pas- 
sengers, goods,  8lc.  carried  by  them  for  their  own  profit, 
added  together,  amount  actually  to  the  sum  of  1500/.  in 
respect  of  so  much  of  the  railway  as  lies  in  the  respon- 
dent parish,  and  for  the  current  year  of  rating,  and  this  is 
vou  I.— D.  M«  R 
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the  gross  produce  of  the  land,  which  the  appellantSi  if  not 
carriers,  or  which  a  lessee  of  the  tolls,  rates  and  duties, 
would  in  fact  have  received  as  such  lessee,  however  or  by 
whomsoever  the  carrying  business  of  the  railway  was  con- 
ducted. And  the  appellants  contended  that  this  latter  sum 
of  1500/.  so  found,  ought  to  form  the  basis  of  any  rate 
upon  them  in  respect  of  their  rateable  property  in  the 
respondent  parish.  The  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  com* 
pany,  including  as  well  the  tolls  actually  received  by  them 
as  the  tolls,  fares,  freights  and  profits  of  every  kind  derived 
by  them  as  carriers  upon  and  owners  of  the  Grand  Junction 
Railway  and  its  appurtenances,  in  all  the  parishes  between 
Birmingham  and  Newton,  and  Crewe  and  Chester,  ex- 
cluding their  receipts  over  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester 
and  other  railways  which  do  not  belong  to  them,  but  for 
passing  over  which  as  carriers  they  pay  toll  in  the  same  way 
as  the  independent  carriers  over  the  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way,  and  also  the  rents,  profits  and  value  of  all  their  sta- 
tions and  other  conveniences  at  and  between  Birmingham 
and  Newton,  and  Chester  and  Crewe,  are  agreed  for  the 
purpose  of  this  case  to  amount  to  the  sum  of  440,366/.  for 
the  current  year  of  rating;  and  adopting  the  principle  of  a 
mileage  division  thereof,  that  is  to  say,  dividing  the  same 
by  105,  being  the  total  length  of  the  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way, the  amount  is  4190/.  (and  a  fraction),  in  respect  of  so 
much  thereof  as  lies  in  the  respondent  parish.  It  was 
admitted  and  agreed  (subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
as  to  the  propriety  and  principle  of  each  item  of  deduc* 
tion),  that  if  the  1500/.,  that  is  to  say,  the  amount  of  tolls 
is  to  be  adopted  as  the  basis  of  calculation,  then  the  full 
net  annual  value  of  the  appellants'  rateable  property  within 
the  respondent  parish  will  be  712/.  10s.,  being  the  150W^ 
minus  the  following  deductions,  which  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  find  to  be  reasonable  in  fact;  viz.  20/.  per  cent* 
thereof  as  for  the  tenant's  subsistence  and  profits,  regard 
being  had  in  this  case  to  the  extensive  amount  of  responsi- 
bility, risk,  8cc. ;  2nd.  2/.  IO5.  per  cent,  as  for  the  collection 
of  the  tolls ;  Srdly.  350/.  per  mile  for  the  maintenance  of 


HICHAELHA8  TERH,  VII  VICT. 

the  railway  with  the  works  and  fences^  and  for  gate-keepers^ 
aod  also  for  engineering  and  police,  as  to  so  much  of  the 
two  latter  items  as  are  fairly  chargeable  on  the  proprietors 
of  the  railway  as  such  ;  4thly.  70/.  per  mile  for  poor  rates, 
highway  rates,  church  rates,  tithe  commutation  rent  charge ; 
and  5thly.  30/.  per  mile  as  for  renewing  or  reproducing 
those  portions  of  the  subject  of  the  rate  which  are  of  a 
perishable  nature,  such  as  the  rails,  chains,  sleepers,  8cc. 
when  rendered  necessary  by  accident  or  decay.  The  parish 
officers  adopted,  and  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  sane- 
dooed  by  their  judgment,  a  different  mode  of  arriving  at 
the  net  annual  rateable  value  of  the  property  of  the  appel- 
bats  in  the  parish.  They  ascertained  the  gross  yearly 
receipts  of  the  company  throughout  the  railway  as  stated 
ibove,  viz.  the  sum  of  440,366/.,  and  then  made  therefrom 
ihe  following  deductions,  the  propriety,  principle  and  com- 
pleteness of  such  deductions,  as  well  as  the  propriety  and 
ivinciple  of  the  respondents'  mode  of  arriving  at  the  net 
unaal  rateable  value  of  the  rateable  property  of  the  appel- 
hats  in  the  parish,  being  referred  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court,  and  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  finding  such 
deductions  to  be  reasonable  in  fact,  viz.  5l.  per  cent,  as 
for  interest  on  235,000/.,  being  the  capital  necessary  for 
uid  actually  invested  by  the  appellants  in  the  purchase  of 
engines,  carriages,  and  all  the  other  moveable  stock  neces- 
ury  for  the  business  of  the  carriers  as  conducted  by  them 
b  manner  aforesaid;  Sndly.  (20/.  per  cent,  on  the  same 
Kim  as  for  the  tenant's  profits,  and  the  fair  profits  of  such 
trade  carried  on  by  means  of  so  large  a  capital  and  with 
nich  large  risks.  3rd]y.  12/.  IO5.  per  cent,  on  the  said  last 
nentioned  sum  as  the  fair  annual  amount  of  the  deprecia- 
ticm  of  such  stock,  considered  to  be  in  the  hands  of  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year,  beyond  all  needful  and  usual  annual 
repairs  and  expences.  4thly.  198,962/.  per  annum,  being 
the  appellants'  reasonable  annual  cost  of  conducting  their 
hosiness  during  the  same  year,  in  which  their  earnings  as 
iforesaid    amounted   to   4190/.   per  mile   in    Seighford; 
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namelyi  in  the  coaching  department^  wages  of  guardsi  con- 
ductorSf  porters^  station- keepersi  clerks  and  policemen; 
repairs  of  carriages,  trucks  and  borne  boxes;  horsing  parcel 
carts ;  oil«  grease,  8ic.  for  carriages ;  and  duty  on  pas- 
sengers, 8cc.  and,  in  tbc  merchandize  department,  salaries 
and  wages  of  agents,  clerks,  porters,  8cc. ;  repairs  of 
waggons,  &c. ;  carriages  of  live  stock  expenses ;  and  (ia 
both  departments  and  generally)  locomotive  power,  engine- 
men  and  firemen's  wages,  engineering,  repairing  and  cost  of 
materials,  including  coke ;  maintenance  of  way,  repairs  of 
stations  and  buildings,  office  and  general  expenses,  in- 
cluding insurance  and  advertising,  charge  for  directions, 
compensations^  rates  and  taxes,  law  expenses,  and  gene- 
rally petty  disbursements  attendant  on  the  several  businesses 
of  railway  owners  and  of  railway  carriers.  5thly.  As  the 
stations,  offices,  stores  and  buildings,  and  repairing  works 
and  premises  throughout  the  railway,  have  been  and  are 
separately  rated  in  the  several  parishes  in  which  they  are 
situated,  although  necessarily  used  and  occupied  for  the 
purposes  of  and  in  connection  with  the  conduct  of  the 
traffic  upon  it,  the  respondents  further  deducted  the  fair 
annual  value  thereof,  viz.  9160/.  And  6thly.  30/«  per 
mile  as  for  renewing  or  reproducing  rails,  chairs,  sleepers, 
&c.  as  before.  The  balance,  amounting  to  the  net  sum  of 
135,589/*,  was  taken  to  be  the  net  annual  value  of  the  whole 
railway,  independently  of  the  stations  and  other  buildings. 
See.  rated  separately;  and  the  sessions  found,  as  an  infer- 
ence from  the  above  facts,  that  the  railway,  and  other  cor- 
poreal hereditaments  of  the  company  in  connexion  with  the 
railway,  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  to  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  at  the  last-mentioned  sum  of  135,589/^» 
exclusive  of  the  rent  of  the  stations  and  other  buildings 
rated  separately,  such  tenant  being  assumed  to  have  the 
power  of  using  the  railway  and  all  its  appurtenances,  now 
the  property  of  the  company,  under  the  same  circumstances 
as  the  company,  and  with  no  other  privileges  and  advan- 
tages than  the  company  now  possess.  The  principle  of 
mileage  has  been  agreed  upon  by  both  parties  as  fair  for 
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the  purposes  of  this  rate,  both  as  applied  to  the  expenses 
and  deductions  as  well  as  receipts.  The  net  annual  rate* 
able  value  of  so  much  of  the  railway  as  lies  in  the  respon- 
dent parish  is  to  be  taken  at  1050/.  at  leasts  supposing  the 
principle  of  rating  adopted  by  the  parish  officers  in  that 
case  to  be  just  and  correct.  Of  the  total  net  receipts  of 
the  company  only  about  SOflOOl.  per  annum  are  received  in 
the  shape  of  tolls  from  all  other  parties  using  the  railway 
on  their  own  account.  All  the  other  rateable  property  in 
the  respondent  parish  is  rated  upon  an  estimate  of  the  net 
annual  value  thereof,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Parochial 
Assessment  Act,  without  directly  taking  into  account  any 
receipts,  expenses,  or  allowances  having  reference  to  the 
amount  of  actual  profits  made  thereon. 

The  appellants  have  not  any  stations  or  buildings  in  the 
respondent  parish.     In  various  parishes  along  the  line  of 
railway,  the  parties  who,  as  before  mentioned,  use  the  rail- 
way as  carriers,  and  have  stations  with  buildings  and  with 
branches  into  the  railway  and  other  conveniences  connected 
vitb  the  railway,  are  not  rated  in  particular  parishes  or 
elsewhere  upon  or  in  respect  of  or  with  any  reference  to 
the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  but  solely  for  their  stations. 
The  appellants  derive  no  pecuniary  profit  whatever  from 
their  land  in  the  respondent  parish,  except  from  the  ton- 
nages and  tolls,  and  from  their  fares  and  other  receipts 
bereinbefore   mentioned,   and   their  trade   as   carriers,  in 
common  with  all  other  carriers  over  the  same ;  if  indeed 
these  latter  profits  are  to  be  considered  as  profits  arising 
from  the  land,  which  the  appellants  contend  that  they  are 
not*     The  appellants  also  contend  that,  even  supposing  the 
rate  to  be  founded  on  a  just  principle  and  proper  basis, 
the  deductions  allowed  by  the  respondents  do  not  include 
all  the  items  necessary  to  bring  out  the  net  annual  value, 
that  is  to  say,  the  rent  at  which  the  appellants'  rateable  pro- 
perty might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from  year  to 
jear;  amongst  which  omitted  deductions,  the  appellants 
instance  by  way  of  example  an  annual  allowance  for  good- 
will. 
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The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  adopted  the  principle  of 
rating  and  the  deductions  contended  for  by  the  respon- 
dents^ as  furnishing  the  net  annual  value  of  the  appellants' 
rateable  property,  pursuant  to  the  Parochial  Assessment 
Act,  and  confirmed  the  rate  accordingly ;  but  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  appellants  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of 
her  majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  several 
questions  hereinbefore  raised  and  stated ;  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  to  have  the  power  of  amending,  or  of 
quashing,  or  otherwise  dealing  with  the  rate,  as  they  mfty 
deem  right. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843  (a),  by 


Kelly  and  Smirke  for  the  respondents,  and 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.  and  M.  D.  Hill  for  the  appel- 
lants. 

The  Court  having  expressed  a  desire  for  further  argu- 
ment, the  case  was  again  argued  on  a  concilium  in  Hilary 
Term,  1844(6). 


Kelly,  for  the  respondents,  relied  on  Reg.  v.  The  South 
Western  Railway  Company  (c).  The  differences  of  fact 
between  that  case  and  the  present  are,  that  in  the  present 
case  there  is  a  real  competition  of  carriers  on  the  line,  sucii 
as  was  provided  for  by  the  act  of  the  South  Western  Com- 
pany also,  but  deemed  by  the  Court  to  be  in  that  case  prac- 
tically impossible :  and,  consequently,  that  a  part  of  ibe 
profits  of  the  company  in  this  case  actually  arises  from  lolk 
paid  by  other  carriers.  There  is  also  a  maximum  for  fares 
as  well  as  tolls  in  this  case,  by  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  xxxiv.  i. 
156,  These  differences  in  no  degree  affect  the  general 
principle  of  the  former  case.     On  the  contrary,  this  stale 


(a)  November  15lh,  before  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.,  Williams,  Cole- 
ridge and  Wightman  Js. 

(6)  January  inh,  before  Lord 


Denman  C.  J.,  Patieson,  Cde^ 
ridge  and  Wightman  Js. 

(c)  1  Q.  B,  558 ;  5.  C.  «  O.  & 
D,49. 
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of  things  is  foreseeiii  and  expressly  determined  by  antici* 
pation.     "  It  would  be  no  answer  to  sayi  that  by  law  the 
railway  is  a  highway ;  that  all  the  world  may  carry  goods 
and  passengers  on  it;  that  it  is  an  accident  that  the  com- 
ptoy  alone  monopolise  their  trade ;  and  that  their  mono- 
poly  may  cease  to  morrow.     These  circumstances,  so  far  as 
they  lessened  the  value  of  the  buildings  and  lands,  would 
be  proper  to  be  taken  into  account  as  to  the  quantum  of 
the  rate ;  but  they  would  not  affect  the  principle  (a)."     In 
iCGordance  with  that  view,  the  annual  value  of  the  build- 
ings and  lands  is  here  estimated  by  the  whole  profits  of  the 
company,  subject  to  the  proper  deductions ;  compounded 
u  those  profits  are  of  the  fares  received  by  the  company 
OD  travelling  and  carrying  in  their  own  carriagesj  and  the 
tolls  received  from  other  carriers  for  the  use  of  their  rail- 
way.   The  result  is  the  net  profit  which  a  tenant  would 
make,  supposing  him  to  rent  the  railway  of  the  company, 
dedacting  tenant's  profits,  and   also  those  profits   which 
belong  to  the  trade  of  carrier,  and  do  not  arise  from  the 
land  itself.     No  other  satisfactory  mode  can  be  pointed 
oat  of  arriving  at  the  result,  it  being  always  understood, 
that  the  deductions  specified  in  the  case  are  deductions 
nade  by  consent,  the  whole  of  them  not  sufficing  to  bring 
tkm  rateable  subject  below  the  assessment  at  which  the 
pariah  bad  set  it ;  not  that  this  Court  is  asked  to  pronounce 
aa  opinion,  whether  all  these  deductions  could  in  reality  be 
jvstly  claimed  by  the  company.     The  deduction  claimed  in 
respect  of  what  is  termed  "  goodwill"  is  inadmissible ;  the 
quality  so  termed  is  not,  in  reality,  goodwill,  but  a  certain 
advantage  annexed  to  the  premises  which  are  the  subject 
of  the  rate,  and  raising  their  value.     CouU/s  banking-house 
ia  not  rated  in  respect  of  the  profits  made  in  the  banking 
boaitiess  carried  on  there ;  but  this  is  because  the  incoming 
tenant  would  not  come  also  into  any  of  those  profits. 
[Coleridge  J.  He  would  gain  something  by  the  usage  of 
reaorting  to  the  house;  he  would  make  more  by  it  as  a 
(a)  1  a  B.584;  S.  C.9  G.  &  D.  7S. 
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banking  house  than  as  a  private  residence.]  If  so,  that 
circumstance  does  add  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  house* 
and  makes  the  case  resemble  Rex  v.  Bradford  {a),  Rex  v. 
The  Proprietors  of  the  Liverpool  Exchafige  (b),  and  similar 
cases,  where  a  building,  which,  by  reason  of  certain  fac- 
titious advantages  altogether  extrinsic  to  the  building  itself, 
such  as  an  exclusive  legal  privilege  which  is  attached  to 
it,  becomes  of  more  value  when  employed  for  a  particular 
purpose  than  it  would  be  when  employed  for  any  other,  is 
assessed  according  to  that  additional  value.  The  good* 
will  of  a  business  is  that  which  attaches,  not  to  the  premises, 
but  to  the  connexion.  Suppose  one  lets  to  another  bis 
place  of  business,  with  the  goodwill  of  his  business ;  if 
that  good  will  is  independent  of  the  premises;  if  the  lessee 
would  have  enjoyed  the  advantage  of  that  good-will,  equally, 
if  he  had  taken  the  business  by  itself,  and  taken  premises  in 
another  locality,  then  such  goodwill  would  clearly  not  be 
the  subject  of  rating.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  incoming 
tenant  takes  by  the  demise  not  only  premises  of  a  given 
value  regulated  by  size,  situation,  &c.,  but  also  premises  to 
which  a  particular  value  has  become  attached^  insomuch 
that,  if  he  were  to  carry  on  the  same  business  elsewhere, 
he  could  not  make  so  much  by  it ;  it  would  be  difficult  to 
contend  that  this  advantage,  improperly  termed  by  the  name 
of  goodwill,  is  not  the  subject  of  rating.  And  it  is  clear 
that,  in  the  present  case,  the  additional  profit,  which  the 
appellants  seek  to  deduct  under  the  name  goodwill,  attaches 
to  the  premises  themselves,  not  to  the  business  carried  on 
upon  them,  independently  of  those  premises. 


M.  X>.  Hill,  for  the  appellants,  contended  that  the  net 
amount  for  which  the  company  was  rateable  was  to  be 
calculated  on  the  tolls  only,  which  would  be  received 
by  the  company,  if  other  parties  conducted  the  carrying 
business,  the  remainder  being,  strictly,  profits  of  trade; 
and  that,  without  impugning  the  decision  in  Reg.  v.  2'he 

(0)  4  Mau.  &  S,  317.       (6)  t  Ad.  &  £1. 4^5 ;  S.  C.  3  N.  &  M.  560. 
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London  and  South  Western  Railway  Company  {a\  it  might 
fairlj  be  assumed  that  that  judgment  proceeded  on  the  fact 
ibat  the  company  then  in  question  had  in  reality,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Conrt,  exclusive  occupation  of  the  line;  for, 
although  by  the  acts  of  parliament  the  line  was  open  to 
other  carriers,  yet  none  in  fact  used  it,  and  the  Court  con- 
sidered that  the  regulations  respecting  the  possible  user  by 
other  parties  were  merely  illusory.     Here,  the  facts  found 
by  the  case  are  very  different ;  the  line  is  not  only  in  point 
of  law,  but  in  fact,  open  to  competing  carriers  ;  there  is  no 
eiclusive  occupation   by  the  company;   and   the  tolls,  to 
vhatever  they  may  amount,  form  a  sum  actually  received 
bj  the  company,  not  a  mere   imaginary  division  of  the 
general  profits,  as  they  were  thought  to  be  in  the  instance  of 
ifie  London  and  South  Western  Company.     It  was  argued, 
io  the  South  Western  Railway  case,  that  the  company  had 
an  interest  in  reducing  their  tolls  to  a  minimum,  and  would, 
DO  doubt,  so  act,  if  the  tolls  were  made  the  criterion  of 
rating.     In  the  present  case  the  leaning  of  the  company 
must  be  the  other  way,  inasmuch  as  the  higher  the  toll, 
not  ooly   the  greater  the  profit  derived  by  the  company 
from   the   use  of  the  railway,  but  tlie  less  the  danger  of 
effective  competition  from  other  quarters  with  themselves 
as  carriers.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  case  might  be 
fairly  brought  within  the  general  principle  of  Rex  v.  The 
Trusiees  of  the  Duke  of*  Bridgewater  (i),  which  is  not  only 
adnaitted  but  confirmed  in  the  South  Western  Railway  case, 
that  the  occupiers  of  a  canal,  who  are  also  carriers,  are, 
nevertheless,  rateable  according  to  the  tolls  only. 

The  inequality  of  any  other  basis  is  evident  from  the 
following  considerations.  Two  classes  of  carriages  convey 
passengers  and  goods  on  this  railway,  those  which  belong  to 
the  company,  and  those  which  belong  to  competing  car- 
riers. Each  class,  earns  in  reality  the  same  amount  of 
profit  to  its  owners;  the  fares  payable  by  travellers  in  each 
are  the  same,  the  expenditure  similar,  the  remuneration  si« 

.   (a)  1  Q.  B,  559;  S.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  49. 

{b)  9  B.  &  C.  68;  S.  C.  4  M.  &  H.  143. 
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milar,  and  the  same  amount  of  tolls  is  charged  on  each, 
such  tolls  having  been  estimated  only  with  respect  to  the 
first  mentioned  class,  and  actually  paid  with  respect  to 
the  other;  yet,   if  the   principle   of  Reg.  ▼.   The  Souih 
Western  Railway  Company  is  extended  to  this  case,  thea« 
profits,  similar  in  nature  and  amount,  will  become  the 
subjects  of  entirely   unequal  rating.     In   respect  of  the 
profits  earned  by  the  company's  own  carriages,  they  will 
be  rated  to  an  arbitrary  extent,  fixed  by  analysis,  and  called 
the  net  rent.     In  respect  of  the  profits  earned  by  the  car^ 
riages  of  other  owners,  the  company  will  be  rated  to  the 
extent  of  the  tolls  only,  and  no  one  will  be  rated  for  the 
remainder*    The  profit  returned  by  the  land  is  the  proper 
subject  of  rating.    It  is  the  foundation  of  the  argument  ott 
the  other  side,  that  the  payments  made  by  those  who  eri 
conveyed,  or  whose  goods  are  conveyed  by  the  railway,  are 
the  source  of  the  profits  derived  by  the  railway  company 
from  their  occupation  of  the  land.     Every  fare  taken  fot 
travelling  through  the  parish  is  taxed  to  such  or  such  an 
amount  for  the  poor's  rates  of  the  parish.     Consequendyi 
on  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  respondents,  a  tra^ 
veller  going  by  one  of  the  company's  carriages  pays  one 
sum  towards  the  rate;   a  traveller  going  by  another  car* 
riage,  not  the  company's,  pays  a  difl^erent  and  a  less  suntk 
The  first  pays  a  sum  calculated  on  an  examination  inte 
the  expenses  and  profits  of  the  company;  the  second  pays 
simply  his  proportion  of  a  rate  fixed  according  to  the  toils 
paid,  by  the  owner  of  the  carriages  in  which  he  travels,  to  the 
company,  and  nothing  more.     Again,  it  is  (bund  that  the 
present  cotnpany  carry  passengers  on  their  own  line,  and 
also  on  the  Liverpool  and  Manchester  line,  which  belongs 
to  another  company.    On  the  latter  they  pay  tolls  to  that 
company.  Therefore  a  carriage  of  the  Grand  Junction  Ridl^ 
way,  as  far  as  Manchester,  pays,  let  it  be  said,  a  penny  a 
mile  to  the  poor's  rates ;  as  soon  as  the  same  carriage,  with 
the  same  load,  has  passed  Manchester  and  is  on  the  Livers 
pool  line,  it  pays  a  halfpenny  a  mile  only,  because  the 
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nfe  opoD  that  portion  can  be  assessed  upon  the  tolls 
oilj. 

These  considerations  shew  that  the  principle  contended 

for  cannot  be  carried  out  without  great  and  obvious  ine«> 

fnlity;  and  the  reason  is,  because  it  is  based  on  an  erro* 

Noos  aupposition.    That  supposition  is,  that  a  demise  of 

Ike  railway  (such  as  for  the  sake  of  fixing  the  net  rent  is 

iMgined  to  take  place)  would  carry  with  it  the  exclusive 

right  of  conveying  passengers.     It  would  not  do  so.     It 

voold  carry  the  right  to  receive  tolls,  and  that  only.    The 

coiipany  might  continue  to  carrj  themselves,  and  pay  tolls 

Co  their  tenant;  the  tolls  would  be  all  which  the  tenant 

would  receive,  or  which  could  form  the  subject-matter  of  a 

rate  upon  him.    This  position  is  almost  admitted  in  the 

jadgmentof  the  Court  in  Reg.  v.  The  Southwestern  Railway 

Cempany(a),  but  the  supposition  of  a  railway  "practically 

open  to  rival  carriers/'  being  there  held  an  absurdity,  it  is 

treated  as  beside  the  question. 

Bat  aupposing  that  the  company  were  not  only  to  de- 
nuae  dietr  railway,  but  were  to  agree,  by  express  covenant, 
to  tranafer  their  existing  trade  (so  far  as  they  could  influ- 
ence tfaeir  customers)  to  their  lessee,  and  were  also  to  bind 
tfaemselves  not  to  act  again  as  carriers;  the  imaginary  te- 
nant would  then,  of  course,  pay  an  increased  consideration 
for  bis  demise*  He  would  be  willing  to  pay,  first,  as 
flmeh  as  the  tolls  were  worth;  secondly,  and  in  addition,  as 
flmch  aa  the  business  of  the  company  would  be  worth  to 
kim  (leaTing  him  tenant*s  profit).  But  these  two  portions 
of  the  consideration  would  evidently  diflfer  in  character,  and 
conid  not  with  accuracy  be  classed  under  the  same  deno- 
miiMition»  The  latter  would  really  be  a  payment  for  the 
adrantage  which  the  tenant  derived  from  the  company's 
withdrawing  from  competition  with  him ;  a  payment  for 
goodwill^  to  employ  the  term  which  seems  most  nearly  ap- 
Iplieabie  of  those  in  common  use. 

That  a  payment  for  goodwill  is  something  essentially  dif- 

(o)  1  Q.  B,  579;  &  G  3G.  &D.  6B. 
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ferent  from  rent  is  evident.  Suppose  a  tenant  in  posses* 
sion  of  premises,  for  which  he  pays  the  ordinary  rent  to  bis 
landlord,  and  in  which  he  carries  on  a  profitable  business; 
suppose  him  to  underlet  the  premises,  tcith  the  goodwill  of 
the  busifiess,  to  an  under-tenant ;  suppose  the  first  tenant 
to  continue  to  pay  the  rent  to  the  landlord,  and,  moreover^ 
all  outgoings  in  the  shape  of  rates  and  taxes.  What  would 
be  left  for  him  to  receive  from  his  under-tenant?  An  an* 
nual  payment,  which  is  indeed  comprehended  in  popalaf 
language  along  with  the  other  ingredients  which  make  up 
rent,  but  which  is  in  reality  a  payment  for  goodwill  and 
nothing  else.  And  it  is  clear  that,  in  the  supposed  case, 
the  rate  would  be  assessed  on  the  annual  amount  paid  by 
the  first  tenant  to  the  landlord,  and  not  on  that  amount  pltt$ 
the  goodwill. 

Nor  are  the  decided  cases  contrary  to  this  position. 
There  are  cases  in  which  an  exclusive  privilege  attached  by 
law  to  premises,  whereby  a  particular  business  could  be 
carried  on  in  them  only,  or,  which  appears  to  be  the  same 
thing,  exclusive  advantages  possessed  by  particular  pre- 
mises for  the  carrying  on  of  a  particular  business,  have  been 
held  the  subjects  of  rating.  The  canteen  case,  (JRer  ?• 
Bradford{a))y  and  Rex  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Liverpwd 
Exchange{b),  are  instances  of  this  kind.  But,  without  con- 
sidering at  present  how  far  those  cases  rest  on  sound  prin- 
ciples, they  do  not  at  all  militate  with  that  now  contended 
for.  In  these  and  all  such  cases,  the  additional  advantage 
was  an  incident  necessarily  attached  to  the  premises.  It 
was  by  reason  of  his  possession  of  the  premises,  and  for 
that  reason  only,  that  the  occupier  enjoyed  the  advantages. 
Goodwill  is  something  essentially  distinct.  It  is  an  advan- 
tage attached,  not  to  the  premises,  but  to  the  business  car- 
ried  on  upon  the  premises,  which  business  may  pass  from 
band  to  hand  by  agreement,  and  may  be  made  the  subject 
either  of  purchase  or  annual  payment,  but  not  in  any  case 
of  an  assessment  for  the  purpose  of  rating. 

(a)  4  Mau.  &  S.  S17.         (6)  1  Ad.  k £1. 465;  ^.  C  3  N.  & M.  550, 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  VII  VICT. 

The  truth  of  this  position  may  be  tested   In  another 
maoDer.     The  net  value  of  houses,  shops,  and  similar  pro- 
perty is  easily  ascertained  for  rating  purposes,  by  taking 
die  actual  rent,  or  ordinary  rent  of  similar  property,  as  the 
criterion.      When  it  in  desired  to  ascertain   the  rateable 
fiJue  of  canals,  railways,  waterworks,  gas  works,  and  similar 
property,  there  being  no  market  price  whereby  to  form  the 
estimate,  a  similar  criterion  is  to  be  arrived  at  by  analysis ; 
such  is  the  process  which  has  been  adopted  in  the  present 
instaoce  by  the  respondents.     Now,  if  this  analysis  be  cor- 
rect, it  ought,  if  applied  to  houses,  shops,  &c.  to  work  out 
the  aame  result  as  the  ordinary  test  of  the  rent.     The  rate- 
able value  of  a  farm  or  shop,  ascertained  by  making  pre- 
ciselj  the  same  deductions  and  allowances  from  the  gross 
receipts  of  its  occupier  as  are  made  in  the  present  instance, 
ought  to  coincide  with  the  rateable  value  as  estimated  by 
the  rent.     But  it  would  not  do  so.     The  ultimate  remain- 
der^   ascertained  by  analysis,  would  exceed  the  rateable 
value  ascertained  by  the  rent.     This  the  instance  just  ad- 
duced in  illustration  clearly  shews.     If  therefore  the  prin- 
ciple of  rating  contended  for  were  applied  to  shops,  this 
consequence  might  follow.    One  shop,  where  a  flourishing 
trade  was  carried  on,  would  pay  an  enormous  rate,  while 
another,  which  was  a  losing  concern,  might  pay  nothing; 
the  rents  of  the  two  remaining  the  same.     In  the  same 
raaooer,  it  may  occur  that  the  proprietors  of  a  railway,  not 
used   by  other  carriers  than  themselves,  may  run  trains 
npon  it  at  a  present  loss,  in  the  hopes  of  creating  a  traffic 
which  will  ultimately  remunerate  them.     But,  if  the  prin- 
ciple of  rating  now  contended  for  is  adopted,  such  a  rail- 
way, though  occupied  for  purposes  of  gain,  would  pay  no 
rate  at  all.     The  mode  of  rating  for  which  the  respondents 
contend  is  therefore  in  conflict  with  two  well  established 
principles;  first,  that  the  land  is  to  be  rated  according  to 
iu  productiveness  as  measured  by  its  rent,  without  regard 
to  the  profitableness  of  the  trade  carried  on  in  it ;  and, 
tecoudiy,  that  the  land,  if  occupied  for  purposes  of  gain. 


251 

1843. 
Tlie  QuBEN 

V. 

The  Grand 
Junction 
Railway 
Company. 


262 


1843. 


The  QUEF.K 

V. 

The  Grand 
junctiov 
Railway 
Company. 


0A8ES  IK  THE  QUEEN  8  BENCH, 

must  be  rated,  although  the  occupation  may  in  fact  entail 
a  lost  on  the  occupier. 

The  appellants  therefore  contend,  that  the  principle  of 
JReg.  V.  The  SouthWeitern  Railway  Company  (a)  is  inappli- 
cable in  this  case,  and  that  the  assessment  should  be  on 
the  tolls  alone;  but  that,  if  that  case  be  held  an  authorit|f 
against  them,  then  a  further  deduction,  besides  those  •)• 
lowed,  ought  to  be  made  from  their  receipts  for  that  poiw 
tion  of  the  imaginary  rent  paid  by  the  supposed  tenant 
which  would  in  reality  be  a  payment  for  goodwill  only. 


Cur.  ado*  tuU. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  case  of  appeal  against  a  poor's  rate  wai 
argued  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  and  again  on  a  conciliam 
in  Hilary  Term,  and  has  been  heard  by  all  the  membera  of 
the  Court.  Independently  of  certain  questions  of  de.taiif 
which  we  will  consider  hereafter,  the  main  argument  of  the 
appellants  was  directed  to  shew  that  this  case  was  diatin- 
guishable  from  that  of  Reg.  v.  The  London  and  Sauik 
Western  Railway  Company  (a),  in  points  which  went  to 
the  principle  of  the  judgment  in  that  case;  while  the  re- 
spondents contended  that  the  two  cases  were  in  principle 
the  same,  and  that  that  judgment  must  govern  the  Court  in 
this.  It  is  necessary  therefore  in  the  first  place  to  com* 
pare  the  two  cases.  If  they  shall  be  found  to  be  different 
in  material  circumstances,  the  principle  of  that  deoisioa 
may  lead  to  a  contrary  one  in  this ;  at  all  events,  that  deci- 
sion will  not  bind  in  the  present  case:  if  they  shall  be  found 
to  be  substantially  the  same,  it  may  be  necessary  to  consider 
whether  our  own  reflection,  or  anything  urged  in  these 
arguments,  should  induce  the  Court  to  depart  from  the 
former  decision. 

In  that  case  the  facts  found  (and  it  must  never  be  for- 
gotten that  the  propriety  of  a  poor  rate  can  only  be  deter- 
mined with   reference  to  the  facts   found  to  be   actually 
(a)  1  Q.  B.  558;  S.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  49. 
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enstiog  wbeu  it  was  made)  were,  that  the  company  were  in 
the  sole  and  esclusive  occupation  of  the  rail  way,  warehouses^ 
atations  and  landing  places,  and,  being  so,  were  solely  and 
exdosively  carrying  on  a  large  business  as  carriers  thereon; 
ibat  although  the  legislature  had,  under  certain  limitations^ 
made  the  railway  a  highway,  and  given  to  all  the  liege  sub- 
jects uoder  these  a  right  to  use  it  as  such,  either  as  carriers 
or  for  individual  travelling,  and  in  such  case  provided  for 
die  payment  of  tolls  to  the  company,  yet,  in  fact,  no  one 
having  availed  himself  of  the  right,  nor,  as  then  appeared 
to  OS,  having  the  power  of  doing  so  conveniently  or  effec- 
tually, no  tolls  were  in  fact  earned.     To  this  state  of  facts 
we  applied  the  established  principles  of  rating;  that  the 
rate  is  to  be  on  the  occupier  in  respect  of  the  beneficial 
nature  of  his  occupation;  in  estimating  which  as  to  amount, 
or,  to  pot  it  in  other  words,  in  ascertaining  how  much  net 
rent  such  or  such  an  occupation  may  be  expected  to  com- 
mand, parish  officers  are  to  consider  not  drily  and  only 
what  would  legally  pass  by  a  demise  of  it,  but,  all  the 
ensting  circumstances,  whether  permanent  or  temporary, 
wherever  situated,  however  arising  or  secured,  which  would 
reasonably   influence   the  parties  to  a   negociation  for  a 
tenancy,  as  to  the  amount  of  rent  to  be  asked  or  given. 
We  therefore  thought  it  impossible  in  that  case  to  separate 
the  three  or  four  miles  of  railway  within  the  respondent 
parish  from  the  whole  line  running  through  many  other 
parishes ;  or  that  whole  line  from  the  warehouses,  stations 
and  landing  places ;  or  these  again  from  the  peculiar  con- 
veniences which  a  tenant  would  have  for  carrying  on,  as 
occupier,  a  lucrative  business,  if  not  the  effective  mono- 
poly which  the  provisions  of  the  act  appear  to  give  to  the 
occupier  for  carrying  it  on.     What  under  the  act  was  pos- 
sible by  law — what  in  point  of  fact  might  be  in  future, 
however  near,  we  thought  immaterial  as  to  the  principle, 
thoagh  very  fit  to  be  taken  into  account  when  making  the 
calculation  as  to  the  quantum ;  but  in  principle  the  parish 
officers  were  to  look  to  the  actual  state  and  value  of  the 
occupation. 
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1843.  In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  there  are  some 

^^^^'^^^       facts  entirely  different  from  those  we  have  just  mentioned; 

p.  the  case  finds  that  other  parties,  as  well  as  the  appellants. 

The  Grand    exercise  the  right  of  being  carriers  over  various  parts  of  the 
Junction  .  .  ^  .  ®  ....•.•      i 

Railway      railway,  including  therein  that  part  of  it  which  is  withm  the 

Company,  respondent  parish,  providing  for  themselves,  independently 
of  the  company,  (subject  however  to  its  control  under  the 
acts  of  parliament),  carriages,  fuel,  and  all  other  things 
necessary  and  convenient  for  conveyance  of  passengers  and 
goods;  and  separate  stations,  and  the  needful  branches 
into  or  communications  with  the  railway.  These  make 
profits  of  their  carrying  trade  as  do  the  appellants;  and* 
pay  them  the  tolls,  which  they  have  fixed  under  the  powers 
given  them  by  their  acts. 

Besides  these,  another  class  of  carriers  hire  from  the 
appellants  engines  and  the  use  of  stations,  landing  places^ 
Sec.,  but  find  their  own  carriages.  These  also  make  prcK 
fits  of  their  carrying  trade  on  the  railway,  and  pay  to  the 
appellants  both  tolls,  and  a  compensation  for  the  use  of  the 
engines,  stations,  and  other  accommodations  provided  for 
them. 

As  the  appellants  receive  tolls  from  these  two  classes  of 
carriers  in  respect  of  the  goods  and  passengers  conveyed 
by  them  on  the  railway,  so  they  keep  an  account,  as  directed 
by  their  act,  of  the  tolls  which  would  have  been  produced 
by  their  own  conveyance  of  such  goods  and  passengers,  if 
not  upon  their  own  account.  These,  with  the  compensation 
above  mentioned,  form  the  total  produce  of  the  land 
which  the  company,  if  not  carriers,  or  a  lessee  of  the  rail- 
way, carrying  on  no  traffic  upon  it,  would  receive ;  andj 
upon  the  aggregate  of  these  alone,  after  due  deductions 
made,  the  company  contend  that  the  rate  ought  to  be  im- 
posed. We  understand  them,  though  it  is  not  precisely  so 
stated,  to  admit  the  principle  of  considering  the  whole 
line  as  entire,  and  to  arrive  at  the  exact  sum  at  which  they 
contend  the  rate  on  the  respondent  parish  should  be  fixed, 
by  a  mileage  division  of  the  whole  length :  a  principle  very 
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coDTeni^t  in  itself,  and  rightlj  adopted  by  consent.  It  is 
unnecessarj,  after  this  statement,  to  point  out  the  differ- 
ence in  fkct  between  the  two  cases,  but  we  cannot  perceive 

how  this  difference  bears  upon  the  principle  on  which  the    '^®  Grand 

.   "^  r         r  Junction 

piesent  rate  is  to  be  examined  or  which  governed  the  Court      Railway 

in  the  former  decision ;  for  that  proceeded  not  upon  specu- 
lations as  to  what  might  be  in  future,  but  expressly  on  the 
then  existing  state  of  facts.  Each  of  the  two  companies 
most  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  the  land ; 
one  of  them  derives  no  benefit  from  that  occupation,  ex- 
cept by  carrying  on  upon  the  land  the  business  of  convey- 
ing goods  and  passengers ;  the  division  of  that  profit  into 
lolls  and  fares  we  think  merely  nominal ;  the  other,  in  ad- 
dition to  this  mode  of  profitably  occupying,  also  derives  a 
profit  from  allowing  others  to  carry  goods  and  passengers 
on  the  land  also ;  and  this  latter  profit  is  properly  called 
tolb.  Still,  in  both,  the  inquiry  must  be  the  same ;  what 
u  the  value  of  the  occupation,  from  whatever  source  de- 
rived ?  In  neither  can  the  profits  of  trade,  as  such,  be 
brought  into  the  rate ;  but,  if  the  ability  to  carry  on  a  gain- 
ful trade  upon  the  lands  adds  to  the  value  of  the  land,  that 
value  cannot  be  excluded  merely  because  it  is  referable  to 
the  trade.  Suppose  a  house  occupied  by  a  private  family  to- 
day, which,  having  great  advantages  of  situation  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade,  is  turned  into  a  shop  to-morrow,  and  in  con- 
sequence lets  for  double  or  treble  the  former  rent,  would  not 
the  rate  be  properly  increased  in  proportion  ?  Could  it 
be  objected,  that  to  do  so  was  to  rate  the  profits  of  trade  ? 
Again:  supposing  that  the  occupier  was  to  let  out  different 
rooois  to  other  persons  carrying  on  the  same  trade  as  him- 
self, and  this  mode  of  occupying  was  still  to  increase  the 
value  of  the  house  to  let ;  would  this  at  all  vary  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  he  was  rated,  though  it  might  increase  the 
quantum  ?  Or,  lastly,  supposing  that,  instead  of  this  species 
of  underletting  being  at  the  option  of  the  occupier,  all  per- 
sona using  the  same  trade  had  a  right  by  some  statute  under 
certain  restrictions  to  carry  it  on  in  the  different  rooms  of 
▼OL.  I. — D.  M .  8 
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the  house,  paying  a  large  compensation  to  the  occupier ; 
vi'ould  not  the  principle  of  the  rate  be  still  the  same — 
would  it  be  material  to  inquire  how  the  occupation  became 
more  valuable,  except,  it  might  be,  for  making  greater  or 
less  deductionsi  which  the  nature  of  the  occupation  might 
make  just?  We  may  all  remember  when  the  large  pre- 
mises in  Soho  Square,  now  used  as  a  bazaar,  were  oc- 
cupied as  private  residences ;  the  present  mode  of  occupa* 
tion  probably  increases  the  rent;  but  whether  one  mao, 
being  the  tenant,  alone  carried  on  the  various  trades  now 
exercised  there,  or  sold  goods  himself  at  part  of  the  ttaiids, 
and  let  out  the  others,  and  so  derived  his  profit  io  part 
directly  from  trade,  and  part  from  the  rent  paid  him  by 
traders,  or  let  out  all  the  stands,  and  so  earned  no  profit 
but  from  the  rents  paid  him  by  tradersi  the  result  would  be 
in  either  case  exactly  the  same ;  the  overseers  could  only 
inquire  what  was  the  fair  rateable  value  of  buildings  so  oGca- 
pied.  Nor,  as  we  have  said  before,  could  the  inquiry  be  at 
all  affected  if  the  occupier  of  the  bazaar  held  it  under  som^ 
statutable  licence,  which  compelled  him  to  allot  his  standi 
to  all  persons,  paying  certain  rents,  and  submitting  to  oeHHi 
tain  regulations. 

But  it  is  said  that,  in  the  cases  supposed,  all  is  referabV^ 
to  the  occupation  under  the  supposed  lease.     That  coht^ 
veys  the  exclusive  dominion  ;  and  thence  flow  entirely  tUEsI 
means  of  making  the  profits.     We  have  in  truth  alrea<».« 
given  the  answer  to  this ;  but  it  will  be  plainer,  if  it  W 
observed  that  there  is  a  fallacy  in  confounding  that  tMm^ 
the  lease  conveys  a  legal  title  to,  and  t/tat  which  U  gives  (& 
lessee  the  means  of  doing,  or  enjoying.     No  two  things  c:^ 
be  more  distinguishable ;  and  it  is  the  latter  which  regular ^^b 
the  rent  a  tenant  will  give,  and  not  the  former.     Supp»>     ■ 
two  estates  of  equal  size,  and   in   all   respects   of  eq^      it 
fertility ;  but  one  is  surrounded  by  excellent  roads ;  or  ^^(ai 
a  canal  near  to  it;  or  is  near  to  a  large  market;  and  ^^ie 
other  is  without  these  advantages.     Of  course  the  rent  wukf 
the  rateable  value  of  the  one  will  be  larger  than  of  tbe 
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Other;  yet  the  tenant  would  take  no  more  by  the  lease 
of  the  one  than  of  the  other ;  the  lease  would  give  him 
DO  legal  title  which  he  had  not  before  to  use  the  roads, 
the  canal,  or  the  market.  Or  suppose  a  more  peculiar 
case.  A.  the  owner  and  occupier  of  Blackacre,  and  having 
the  command  of  a  stream  of  water,  which  he  can  turn  over 
Whiteacre,  on  that  account  desires  to  rent  it.  To  him  it 
will  be  more  valuable  than  to  any  other  occupier,  because 
he  can  fertilise  it  at  little  expense ;  he  will  therefore  give  a 
larger  rent  than  any  other  person;  yet  by  the  lease  he 
would  take  no  more  than  any  other  person,  though  he 
ought  undoubtedly  to  pay  a  higher  rate.  Apply  the  prin- 
ciple of  these  cases  to  the  railway  of  the  appellants.  It  is 
qaite  true  that,  if  they  were  to  let  it  to  a  tenant,  the  lease 
vooid  convey  the  land  and  railway  only,  and  give  a  title  to 
the  tolls  only  ;  but  the  lessee  would  undoubtedly  consider 
&e  facilities  and  ad? antages  which  the  occupation  as  tenant 
tooU  afford  him  for  carrying  on  a  lucrative  trade  as  car- 
fier;  and,  in  whatever  proportion  that  consideration  would 
increase  bis  rent,  in  the  same,  after  due  allowances,  would 
'iB  rate  be  raised  also. 

Two  propositions  are  equally  true;  that  the  rate  is  not 
%o  be  imposed  in  respect  of  the  profits  of  trade;  and  that 
^  is  to  be  imposed  in  respect  of  the  value  of  the  occupa- 
tion.    And  two  propositions  that  are  true,  and  applicable 
lo  the  same  subject-matter,  cannot  be  inconsistent.     And 
we  think  the  respondents   in    the  present  case,   by  the 
acheme  they  propose,  have  shewn  that  they  are  ndt  so. 
The  gross  yearly  receipts  of  the  company,  as  occupiers  of 
wad  carriers  on  the  railway,  must  at  least  include  the  proper 
Bobject-matter  of  the  rate;    they  have  therefore  taken  a 
sum  agreed  to  represent  them,  as  the  first  point  to  start 
firom;  they  then  assume  an  amount  of  capital  employed  in 
the  trade;  and  deduct  from  the  former  sum  two  per-cent- 
iges  on  the  latter  for  the  interest  of  this  capital,  and  the 
profit  which  ought  to  be  made  on  it;  and  a  third,  for  the 
depreciation  of  stock,  beyond  usual  repairs  and  expenses. 

se 
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Fourthly,  they  deduct  from  the  gross  receipts  the  annual 
costs  of  conducting  the  trade.  Fifthly,  they  deduct  the 
annual  value  of  all  the  land  occupied  by  stations,  &c.,  and 
elsewhere  rated.  And,  sixthly,  a  sum  per  mile  for  the  re- 
production of  rails,  chairs,  sleepers,  &c.  These  deductionsi 
taken  together,  seem  to  us  to  include  whatever  is  properly 
referable  to  the  trade,  and  distinguishable  from  the  in- 
creased value  which  that  trade  gives  to  the  land.  We  do 
not  now  speak  of  the  amounts  allowed  under  each  item, 
and  we  decline  to  give  any  opinion  on  this  point,  which 
is  properly  for  the  sessions;  but,  if  these  are  the  proper 
heads  of  deduction,  then  the  residue  mustrepresent  the  value 
of  the  occupation;  and,  if  so,  this  alone  is  brought  into  the. 
rate,  and  the  profits  of  trade  are  excluded.  Accordingly 
the  sessions  have  fouud,  as  an  inference  from  the  facts, 
that  the  residue  is  the  sum  which  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  give  for  the  railway 
and  corporeal  hereditaments  now  occupied  by  the  company 
in  connection  with  the  railway,  exclusive  of  the  stations 
and  other  buildings  rated  separately;  such  tenant  being  as- 
sumed to  have  the  same,  and  no  other  power  of  using  the 
railway,  the  same  and  no  other  advantages  and  privileges, 
as  the  company  now  possess.  If  the  deductions  exhaust 
that  portion  of  receipts  referable  to  trade,  the  inference  of 
the  sessions  is  fair;  if  the  advantages  and  privileges  which 
the  company  possess  are  attributable  to  their  occupation, 
and  would  pass  with  it,  their  assumption  is  well  founded* 
We  agree  with  them  in  both. 

The  appellants,  however,  contend  that,  even  if  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  rate  be  fair,  some  reasonable  deductions  are 
omitted.  We  have  used  the  sufficiency  of  the  deductions 
made  as  a  mode  of  trying  the  principle;  but  the  objection 
of  the  appellants  now  to  be  considered  is  one  of  detail. 
The  only  instance  which  they  specify  and  rely  on  is,  that 
an  alloviance  ought  to  be  and  is  not  made  for  goodwilL 
We  presume  by  this  is  meant  that  a  person  bargaining  with 
the  company  to  become  their  yearly  tenant  of  the  railway 
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in  the  expectation  of  succeeding  to  ibeir  trade  as  a  pro-         ^843. 
bable   consequence  of  succeeding  to  occupation,  would       ^-^v-^^ 
properly  be  called  on  to  pay  them  something  for  the  good-  ^^ 

will  of  that  trade;  and  that  this  would  be  in  the  nature  of  TheGaAWD 
an  out-going,  a  deduction  from  profits,  i  his  objection  ap-  Railway 
pears  capable  of  two  answers;  the  first,  and  a  decisive  one,  Compakt. 
is  that  the  purchase  of  goodwill  implies  that  a  trade  is 
sold ;  that  the  company  are  to  be  bound  to  surrender  their 
trade  to  the  lessee,  and  no  longer  to  be  carriers  on  the 
line;  but  the  calculation  of  the  sessions  proceeds  on  no 
sach  supposition;  all  those  special  advantages  indeed  for 
carrying  it  on,  which  the  occupation  gives  them,  whatever 
they  may  be,  they  must  necessarily  surrender;  but,  the 
moment  they  had  leased  the  railway,  they  would  become  a 
part  of  the  public,  and  have  the  right  to  carry  on  their  trade, 
retaining  all  the  goodwill,  with  all  those  advantages 
which  the  statutes  have  carefully  reserved  for  the  public. 
Secondly,  though  the  supposition  of  a  tenancy  is  to  be 
made,  yet  what  the  incidents  of  the  tenancy  must  be  as  to 
actual  terms  and  allowances  must  be  determined  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  the  amount  of  the  rate  by  the  actual  state 
of  things;  for  this  supposition  of  a  tenancy  is  only  a  mode 
of  ascertaining  the  existing  value  of  the  occupation  to  the 
existing  occupier :  now  here  there  is  no  tenancy  in  fact,  no 
goodwill  is  in  fact  paid  for,  and  therefore  no  deduction 
oagbt  in  fact  to  be  made  on  account  of  its  price. 

Again,  it  is  contended  that  the  existing  facts  of  this  case 
shew  the  unreasonableness  of  the  rate;  the  carrying  trade 
of  tbe  company  goes  beyond  their  one  line,  upon  the  rail- 
ways of  other  sets  of  proprietors,  but  the  receipts  arising 
from  this  have  been  excluded  from  the  rate.  This,  it  is 
said,  is  inconsistent;  how  can  the  profits  which  the  same 
engine  earns  by  drawing  goods  over  one  mile,  be  of  a  dif- 
ferent character  from  those  which  it  earns  in  the  same  em- 
ploy over  the  next  mile?  So  far  from  there  being  any  in- 
consistency in  this,  it  is  certainly  involved  in  the  principle 
on  which  the  rate  rests;  that  the  distinction  can  be  made, 
and  has  been  made,  is  no  slight  proof  of  the  soundness  of 
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that  principle;  the  moment  that  the  engine  leaves  the  rail- 
way of  the  company,  what  it  earns  ceases  to  have  any  con- 
nection with  their  occupation  of  the  railway;  it  may,  and 
of  course  does,  increase  the  value  of  the  occupation  of  that 
other  line  on  which  it  then  works,  and  will  of  course,  in 
the  shape  of  toll,  proportionably  increase  the  rate  which 
the  occupier  will  pay ;  but,  if  it  were  allowed  to  swell  the 
charge  of  the  company,  it  could  only  do  so  in  respect  of 
the  pro6ts  of  trade;  and  these  our  principle  excludes. 

But  it  is  said,  lastly,  that  this  principle  works  injustice 
between  the  company  and  those  other  corporations,  or  in- 
dividuals, who  carry  on  their  line.  Their  engines,  and 
their  trade,  it  is  said,  pay  nothing  to  the  poor  rate  directly^ 
and  indirectly  only  in  respect  of  their  toll;  which  may  be 
supposed  to  be  calculated  so  as  to  bear  its  own  rate; 
whereas  the  company  pay  both  on  their  tolls  and  their 
fares.  Colour  is  given  to  this  objection  from  the  fact8» 
which  might  seem  to  explain  it,  that  the  company  fill 
two  characters,  the  other  parties  one  only.  But  the  proper 
answer  is  a  denial  of  the  fact;  the  company  do  not  pay 
directly  or  indirectly  on  their  fares ;  they  pay  only  on  the 
increased  value  of  their  occupation  of  land,  occasioned  by 
whatever  circumstances.  If  a  trader  should  underlet  to  a 
lodger  a  room  in  his  house,  in  which  he  drove  the  most 
profitable  trade  imaginable,  such  lodger  would  pay  no 
poor  rate  at  all ;  but,  as  the  trader  would  proportion  the 
rate  at  which  he  let  the  lodgings,  to  the  advantage  which 
such  lodger  derived  from  them,  the  total  rent  which  the 
trader  would  pay,  and  the  rate  which  would  be  imposed 
on  him,  would  be  proportionably  increased ;  but  could  he 
complain  of  any  injustice,  or  say  that  he  carried  on  his 
own  trade  in  the  residue  of  the  house  to  a  disadvanti^, 
because  in  his  rate  the  value,  which  his  trade  so  carried  on 
in  the  residue  gave  to  his  occupation,  was  also  taken  into 
account  in  fixing  the  quantum  of  the  rate?  Yet  those  pai^ 
ties,  who  carry  on  a  trade  upon  the  company's  line,  are  in 
effect  but  in  the  nature  of  lodgers,  or  parties  enjoying  a 
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profitable  easemeut  on  the  Hdc,  aDd,  by  the  consideration        1843. 

^J  P*y*  increasing  its  general  value.  ^-•^/-^/ 

¥     -L  •  •  .     1  .  f  ...  The  QuEBjr 

in  tne  examination,  which  this  case  has  compelled  us  to  «. 

make,  we  have  necessarily  been  led  into  a  reconsideration    ^*  Gramd 

.  .    .  JUKCTIOW 

of  the  principles  on  which  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Railway 
South  Western  Railway  proceeded.  That  decision  was 
not  directly  impugned  in  the  argument ;  but  the  distinction 
of  fact  relied  on  has  appeared  to  us  on  examination  so  un- 
iubstantial,  that  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  a  decision 
against  this  rate,  to  examine  the  principle  on  which  that 
was  upheld;  and  in  a  matter  of  such  real  importance,  and 
such  apparent  novelty,  where,  too,  the  decision  of  this 
Gmrt  cannot  be  reviewed  in  a  court  of  error,  we  were  not 
unwilling  again  to  examine  the  question. 

Upon  the  whole  we  are  satisfied  with  the  decision  of 
the  sessions;  it  appears  to  us  founded  on  a  just  apprecia- 
tion of  established  principles,  in  accordance  with  several 
decided  cases,  and  conflicting  with  none.  Our  judgment, 
therefore,  will  be  for  the  respondents. 


Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


The  Queen  v.  Chaeles  A.  H.  H.  Ellis,  Clerk  of  the 

Peace  for  the  County  of  Middlesex.  j^S^^^^^iA. 

On  an  appeal  against  an  order,  bearing  date  the  12th  y^^^*"  ^  ^i^' 

T    I        rri  JJ   4,  C.  40,  88. 38, 

December,  1843,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  John  Tida  41,  where  a 

Pnil/,Esq.  and  John  Johmon,  Esq.,  two  of  her  Majesty's  ^"J^h^^'*^ 

joftices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  been  esta- 

...  /.    t  /.  .1  •  1       r  ca    Wished  for  any 

whereby  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  ot.  county  or  dis- 

Hargaret,  Westminster,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  were  ordered  ^"*^^  J"*^j!^j^j^^ 

to  cause  Harriet  Ellis,  an  insane  person,  to  be  conveyed  to  counter  or  dis- 

a  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of  insane  persons  Jl^^^veTpau- 

b  the  county  of  Surrey;  it  appearing  to  the  said  justices,  per  lunatic  to 

•^  "^  a  hospital  or 

private  asjlam,  when  the  countj  asylum  happens  to  have  no  room  for  the  icception 
of  tfaepaitj. 
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J.  T.  Pratt  and  J.  Johnson,  that  there  was  not  room  or 

^    ^  accommodation  for  the  said  if,  Elli$  in  the  county  lunatic 

Tbd  Queen  . 

9.  asylum,  established  at  Hanwell,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex; 

Ellis.  ^^^  against  a  certain  other  order,  bearing  date  the  said  12Ui 
of  December,  1843,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  said 
J.  T.  Pratt  and  J.  Johnson,  justices  as  aforesaid,  in  and 
for  the  said  county,  whereby  the  said  justices  did  adjudge 
the  settlement  of  the  said  H.  Ellis  to  be  in  the  parish  of 
St.  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  did  order  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Luke  to  pay 
the  sum  of  65.  6d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  reasonable 
charges  of  conveying  the  said  H.  Ellis  to  the  licensed  houae, 
and  also  to  pay  to  Peter  Armstrong,  the  keeper  of  the  said 
licensed  house,  the  sum  of  IO5.  per  week,  which  payment 
the  said  Peter  Armstrong  was  willing  to  accept,  and  the 
same  appeared  to  the  said  justices,  J.  T.  Pratt  and  •/• 
Johnson,  to  be  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  maintenance, 
medicine,  clothing  and  care  of  the  said  H.  Ellis  whikt 
confined  therein;  the  sessions  quashed  both  the  orders^ 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following 
case: 

At  the  time  when  the  orders  in  question  were  applied 
for  and  made,  there  was  a  county  lunatic  asylum  at  Han- 
well>  in  and  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  which  asylum 
then  contained  upwards  of  900  patients,  and  was  then 
quite  full.  When  that  asylum  was  first  completed,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  9  Geo,  4,  c.  40,  it  was  capable 
of  containing  300  patients  only.  It  was  afterwards  en- 
larged and  altered  from  time  to  time,  until  it  became  capable 
of  containing  900  patients ;  but  it  was  proved  before  the 
justices,  who  made  the  orders  appealed  against,  that  there 
was  no  room  or  accommodation  for  the  said  H,  Ellis  in  the 
said  county  lunatic  asylum,  when  the  said  orders  were  made. 
The  above  facts  were  admitted  011  both  sides,  when  the 
appeal  came  on  to  be  heard.  The  appellants  insisted  that 
since  in  fact  there  was  a  county  lunatic  asylum  in  Middle- 
sex, the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40, 
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s.  58,  to  direct  such  insane  pauper's  removal  to  a  house 
dalj  licensed  for  the  reception  of  insane  persons ;  and  that, 
at  any  rate,  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  remove  the 
paoper  to  a  house  out  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  within 
which  county  there  were  many  houses  duly  licensed  for  the 
reception  of  insane  persons,  and  to  which  the  pauper  might 
have  been  sent. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  on  the  objections  so 
taken,  quashed  the  orders,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion  that 
die  said  orders  were  under  these  circumstances  legally  made, 
then  the  said  orders  of  justices  to  stand  affirmed,  and  the 
order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed ;  otherwise,  the  said  orders 
of  justices  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  sessions  affirmed. 

Prendergast  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.     The 
powers  given  to  justices  by  Q  Geo,  4,  c.  40,  s.  38,  are,  on 
proof  of  the  insanity  of  a  poor  person,  chargeable  to  any 
parish,  and  on  inquiry  into  the  settlement,  to  cause  him  "  to 
be  conveyed  to  and  placed  in  the  county  lunatic  asylum, 
established  under  the  directions  of  this  or  any  former  act 
for  the  county  or  district  of  united  counties  for  which  or 
any  of  which  they  shall  act;  and,  if  no  such  county  lunatic 
asylum  shall  have  been  established,  then  to  some  public 
hospital,  or  some  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of 
insane  persons."  And  the  same  words  are  repeated  in  sect. 
41,  which  provides  for  the  removal  of  pauper  lunatics  whose 
settlement  has  not  been  ascertained,  being  the  order  under 
which  the  first  removal  was  made  in   the  present  instance. 
The  Court  cannot  extend  the  limited  powers  here  given  to 
the  justices,  so  as  to  make  them  comprise  a  case  not  con- 
templated by  the  act;  viz.  where  there  is  a  county  lunatic 
asylum  established,  but  no  room  in  it,  to  authorise  them  to 
remove  to  a  private  asylum.    In  Rex  v«  Chagford(a)  it  was 
held,  that  the  power  given  to  magistrates  by  55  Geo.  3, 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  235. 
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1843.  c.  101,  of  ordering  the  charges  incurred  during  the  suspen- 
sion of  an  order  of  removal,  to  be  paid  by  the  parish  to 
which  the  order  is  made,  is  confined,  by  the  express  words 
of  the  statute,  to  two  cases  only,  viz.  the  death  or  removal 
of  the  pauper;  and  that  the  equity  of  the  statute  could  not 
be  relied  on  to  make  it  comprehend  a  third  case,  not  men* 
tioned  in  it,  although  equally  reasonable,  viz.  where  the 
pauper  during  such  suspension  became  irremovable  in  con- 
sequence of  an  estate  descending  to  him.  And  at  all  events, 
the  justices  had  no  right  to  order  the  removal  to  a  licensed 
house  out  of  the  county  for  which  they  act. 

Bodkin  and  Pashley  contri.  As  to  the  last  point,  there 
is  nothing  whatever  in  the  act  to  confine  the  justices  ta 
select  a  licensed  asylum  within  their  own  county.  As  to 
the  first,  this  is  a  case  in  which  it  becomes  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  recur  to  the  equity  of  the  statute,  in  order  to  meet 
an  omission  from  which  otherwise  great  evils  might  arise. 
By  sect.  44,  where  a  person  is  found  wandering  about  **  so 
far  disordered  in  his  senses  that  it  is  dangerous  for  such 
person  to  be  abroad,"  the  justices  are  directed  to  remove 
him,  "  in  the  same  manner  as  has  been  hereinbefore  directed 
in  the  case  of  a  person  chargeable  to  any  parish."  Thai 
is,  in  the  manner  provided  by  sect.  38 ;  if,  therefore,  the 
strict  construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side  is  to 
prevail,  dangerous  lunatics  must  be  left  to  wander  abroad 
whenever  it  happens  that  there  is  a  county  asylum,  bat  oo 
room  in  it  for  their  reception.  The  same  strictness  would 
lead  to  other  difficulties.  The  direction  to  remove  to  a 
private  asylum  is  only  in  case  "  no  such  county  lunatic 
asylum  shall  have  been  established."  Suppose  a  county 
lunatic  asylum  to  have  been  established,  but  burnt  down, 
or  rendered  accidentally  unfit  for  the  reception  of  patients, 
in  such  case,  if  the  letter  of  the  statute  is  to  be  followed,  no 
removal  could  take  place.  The  only  latitude  of  construe* 
tion,  contended  for  here,  is  to  give  to  the  word  *'  established" 
the  liberal  meaning, ''  so  as  to  be  fit  for  the  reception  of  the 
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paoper.'*    And  this  distinguishes  the  case  from  Rex  v.  The        1843. 
Imkabiiants  of  Chagford{a\  where  Holroyd  J.  expressly    -,^^X^^ 
sajs,  "  1  he  statute  cannot,  i  thinky  be  construed  so  as  to  «. 

apply  to  this  case,**  and  brings  it  within  the  rules  of  liberal        Ellis. 
construction  adopted  in  other  instances  :  Edmunds  v.  Law- 
ky{b).  Doe  d.  Richardson  v.  Thomas  {c),  Rex  v,  Hall{d). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — ^The  sessions  were  right  in  quash- 
ing the  order  for  the  removal  of  the  pauper  to  the  private 
asylum ;  for  it  was  an  order  which  the  legislature  has  not 
^ven  the  justices  power  to  make.  To  hold  otherwise 
would  not  be  to  construe  the  act,  but  to  make  a  new  enact- 
ment. Here  we  have  affirmative  words,  the  meaning  of 
which  is  free  from  all  difficulty.  A  county  lunatic  asylum 
has  been  **  established.'^  The  justices  could  not  remove 
the  pauper  elsewhere.  And  the  only  consequence  of  this 
decision  will  be,  that  the  pauper  will  have  to  be  maintained 
by  his  parish,  as  he  would  have  been  before  the  act. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

CoLEBiDOE  J. — ^The  legislature  probably  assumed  that, 
if  a  county  lunatic  asylum  has  been  established,  it  will 
be  sufficient  for  pauper  lunatics.  On  this  assumption  the 
enactment  proceeds.  The  case  therefore  falls  within  the 
genera!  and  inflexible  rule,  that  officers  acting  under  a  spe- 
dal  power  given  by  statute  can  only  justify  themselves  by 
ihewbg  that  they  have  acted  within  that  power. 

WiQHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 

(fl)4B.kAld.  935.  (c)  9  A.  &  E.  556 ;  S.  C.  1  P.  &  D.  578. 

(*)  6  M.  &  W.  285.  (d)  1  a  &  C.  136;  S.  C.  2  D.  &  R.  341. 
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The  Queen  r.  The  Inhabitants  of  CASTERTON(a). 

i^onY^re-^^  The  following  order  of  session  had  been  brought  up 

cited  an  order   by  certiorari. 

peafed  against^       Westmoreland,  to  wit.     Be  it  remembered,  that  at  the 

in  which  the     General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 
words « West-  ,    ,  .  ^       .  ,   /      ,  r  m 

nioreland,  to     queen,  holden  at  Appleby,  m  and  for  the  county  of  West- 

wit,''  were  in  moreland,  on  Monday,  the  first  day  of  January,  in  the 

and  which  re-  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lady  VicloriOf 

piLlnt,^«unto  *c-'  *>«f^^«  ^-  Crackenthorpe.   W.  Slopes,  W.  Wilkimm, 

us  whose  Esqrs.  and  others  their  associates,  justices  of  our  lady  the 
names  are  •         •  i  ■  ^  •  «    i   j      ^l 

hereunto  set  queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  toe 

and  seals  affix-  queen  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  also  to  hear  and 
ed,  being  two     ^  .  .  .  "^  1-1 

ofher majesty's  determme   divers   felonies,   trespasses,   and   other   misde- 

for^^he^s^d  D^eanors  in  the  county  aforesaid  committed,  that  same 
county.''  sessions  of  the  peace  is  adjourned  by  the  justices  afore- 

the  ord^r  ^  ^^'^  ""^''  Friday  the  5th  of  January  aforesaid,  in  the  year 
of  sessions  aforesaid,  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  same 
shewed  suffici-    ,  .       .     , ,  rr       1   1  •  %    r         \  r 

ently  that  the    day,  to  be  holden  at  Kendal  in  and  for  the  county  afore- 

justices  who      gaij   to  jJq  further  as  the  Court  shall  then  consider,  &c. 

made  the  order 

appealed  And  on  the  said  Friday  the  5th  of  January  aforesaid,  the 

^Sticesof  the   *^"™®  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  is  holden  by  the 

county.  adjournment  aforesaid  at  Kendal  aforesaid,  in  and  for  the 

order  of  re-       **'^  county,  before  E,  W.  Hasell  and  G.  Watson,  Esqrs. 

movalpur-  ^luA  others  their  associates,  justices  of  our  said  lady  the 
ported  to  bedi-  .  "  •  .    ,    ,        , 

rected''tothe  queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  toe 

overseers  of  quegp  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid,  and  also  to  hear 
township  of  and  determine  divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and  other  mis- 
dale  and  to^    demeanors  in   the  county  aforesaid  committed ;  at  which 

the  overseers     said  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  continued  aud 

of  the  poor  of 

the  township  /q)  Decided  Mich.  Term,  1844,  (Nov.  35). 

of  Casterton  ^  ^  >  *  v  / 

in  the  said  county." 

Held,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared  that  Kirkby  Lonsdale  (the  respondent  parish)  was 
in  the  county  of  Westmoreland. 

3.  The  order  of  sessions  concluded  : — "  And  whereas  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
Casterton  did  prosecute  and  carry  on  the  said  appeal  to  trial  against  the  said  order  to 
the  present  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  wherein  this  court,  upon  bearing  of 
counsel  on  both  sides,  ordered  that  the  said  order  be  confirmed." 

Held,  a  sufficient  adjudication  of  confirmation  of  the  order. 
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holden  by  the  adjourameDt  aforesaid,  on  the  said  Friday         1843. 

the  oth  of  January  aforesaid,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  before      ^-^^v*^^ 
,....,  ,  ,  .  The  Qdebn 

the  said  justices  last  named,  an  appeal  against  a  certain  9. 

order  bearing  date  the  «8th  of  October,  1843,  under  the  Inhabitants  of 
bands  and  seals  of  J.  Wakefield  and  jR.  Fothergul,  Esqrs. 
is  then  and  there  depending  for  trial ;  which  said  order  is 
annexed  to  this  schedule,  and  is  in  manner  and  form  as 
follows: — *'  Westmoreland,  to  wit:  To  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale  and  to  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Casterton  in  the 
said  county  ;  whereas  you  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale  have  made  complaint  unto 
as  whose  names  are  hereunto  set  and  seals  affixed,  being 
two  of  her  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  and  quorum  in 
and  for  the  said  county,  that  James  Dixon  has  come  to 
inhabit  in  your  said  township,  not  having  gained  a  legal 
settlement  there,  nor  having  produced  a  certificate  owning 
him  to  be  settled  elsewhere,  and  that  the  said  James  Dixon 
has  become  actually  chargeable  to  your  said  township :  we 
the  said  justices,  upon  due  proof  made  thereof  upon  oath, 
and  likewise  upon  due  consideration  had  of  the  premises, 
do  adjudge  the  same  to  be  true,  and  we  do  likewise  ad- 
judge that  the  lawful  settlement  of  the  said  J.  Dixon  is  in 
the  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Casterton,  in  the  county 
of  Westmoreland.     We  do  therefore  require  you,  the  said 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Kirkby  Lons- 
dale, or  some  or  one  of  you,  to  convey  the  said  J.  Dixon 
from  and  oat  of  your  said  township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale  to 
the  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Casterton,  and  him, 
together  with  this  our  order  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  to  de- 
liver to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  there,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  who  are  also  hereby  required  to  receive  and  provide 
for  him  according  to  law.    Given  under  our  hands  and  seals 
the  28th  of  October,  1843;  John  Wakefield,  Richard  Fo- 
ikergdir    And  whereas  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  Casterton  did  prosecute  and  carry  on  the  said 
appeal  to  trial  against  the  said  order  to  the  present  general 
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1843.        quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  and  wherein  this  court  upon 

,^y^'^f^^      hearing  of  counsel  on  both  sides  ordered  that  the  said  order 
The  Queen  ^         i  .       .  .  t»      i      a^  o_    m 

V,  be  confirmed  by  this  court.  By  the  Court,  &c. 

Inhabitants  of      fj^g  principal  objections  on  which  the  rule  for  bringing 

up  the  order  was  obtained,  were,  J,  that  it  fails  to  shew  on 

the  face  that  the  original  order  was  made  by  justices  for  the 

county  of  Westmoreland :  2,  that  the  original  order  recited 

in  it  does  not  shew  that  the  respondent  township  of  Kirkby 

Lonsdale  is  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland  :  3,  that  the 

order  of  sessions  does  not  confirm  the  original  order  in 

express  terms,  but  only  indirectly  and  by  way  of  recital. 

Baities  and  Ramshay  shewed  cause  (a)  against  quashing 
the  order.  As  to  the  first  objection,  the  order  of  sessions, 
undoubtedly,  does  not  state  that  the  two  justices  who  made 
the  order  of  removal,  Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Fothergitt, 
were  justices  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  or  justices  at 
all;  but  the  defect  is  supplied  by  the  original  order  itself, 
which  is  recited  and  thereby  made  part  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  In  that  order  the  county  '^  Westmoreland'*  ap- 
pears in  the  venue;  and  the  justices  describe  themselves 
as  "  for  the  said  county."  That  words  of  reference  may 
connect  the  order  with  the  county  named  in  the  margin  is 
undeniable:  Rex  v,  Holbeck,  in  Leeds {b).  The  cases  of 
Rei  V.  Chilverscoton  (c),  Rex  v.  Moore  Critchell{d)  are 
overruled  by  Rex  v.  St.  Mary*8  Leicester  {e).  Rex  ▼. 
£ourn(f)  shews  that  the  reference  is  sufficient  2.  The 
recited  order  is  addressed  *'  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  township  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale  and  to  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  the  township  of  Casterton  in  the  said  county ;" 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  last  words  may  refer 
to  both  the  townships  named,  or  must  be  confined  to  the 

(a)  In  Mich.  Term,  1844,  (Nov.  864. 
9)   before   Lord    Denman    C.  J.,  (c)  8  T.  R.  178. 

Williamsy  Coleridge  and  Wightman  (d)  2  East,  66. 

J8.  (c)  1  B.  &  A.  327. 

(6)  Burr.  S.  C.   198;  2   Bott,  (/)  Burr.  S.  C.  39. 


The  Queen 

V, 
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last  only.  If  by  grammmtical  constrction  they  can  refer  to  i843. 
both,  they  will  be  held  to  do  so  to  support  the  order.  In 
Magna  Charta»  cap.  29,  on  the  words  **  nullus  liber  homo 
capiatnr  vel  imprisonetur/'  and  ''neque  supr^  eum  ibimus,  Inhabitants  of 
nisi  per  legem  teme,'*  &c.  the  words  "  nisi  per  legem  terrse/' 
are  held  to  cover  all  the  members  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, and  not  to  be  confined  to  the  immediately  preceding 
words  only :  2  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  808,  (on  this  point 
they  were  stopped  by  the  Court)  As  to  the  Sd  objection, 
an  adjudication  in  the  words  "  having  adjudged/'  was  held 
sufficient  in  Rex  v.  Maulden{a), 

Pa$kley  contriL  Rex  v.  Moor  Crilchell{b)  is  in  part 
overruled  by  Rex  v.  St.  Mary*$  Leicester  (c);  but  Rex  v. 
CkUverKoton  {d)  is  not  touched  by  it.  And,  even  if  the 
jnriadiction  appears  in  the  recited  order,  it  ought  also  to 
appear,  substantially,  in  the  order  of  sessions  itself :  In  re 
Clarke  (e).  As  to  the  second  point,  it  is  a  general  maxim, 
that  words  of  reference  relate  to  the  proximate  antecedent: 
Bakery.  Bacon (f).  In  Rex  v.  Kenworthy (g)  the  words 
''  it  is  ordered/'  in  an  entry  on  the  record  of  a  conviction 
of  pegury,  were  held  not  to  amount  to  a  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — ^The  principal  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  justices,  making  the  original  order  of  removal,  appear 
opon  the  face  of  it  to  have  jurisdiction ;  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  they  are  stated  with  sufficient  certainty  to  be 
justices  of  and  for  the  county  in  which  the  removing  town- 
ship is  situate.    The  order,  so  far  as  this  point  is  con- 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  78;  S.  C.  2  M.  (c)  2  Q.  B.  619 ;  S.  C.  as   Ex 

k  R.  146.  parte  Clarke,  2  G.  &  D.  780. 

(6)  9  East,  66.  (/)  Sir  F.  Moore,  754. 

(0  1  B.  &  A.  327.  (g)  1  B.  &  C.  711;  3  D.  &  R. 

(<0  8T.R.178.  173. 
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184S.         cerned,  is  in  the  following  form  : — ''  Westmoreland,  to 
^*^^>^^      wit      To  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
9,  Kirkby  Lonsdale,  and  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 

Inhabitants  of  township  of  Casterton  in  the  said  county."  It  then  pro- 
ceeds to  state  the  complaint  of  the  overseers  of  Kirkby 
Lonsdale  thus  : — "  unto  us  whose  names  are  hereunto  set 
and  seals  affixed,  being  two  of  her  majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  and  quorum  in  and  for  the  said  county"  The  rest 
of  the  order  being  in  the  usual  form,  and  not  objected  to, 
it  is  not  material  to  set  out. 

It  was  contended,  in  argument,  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
justices  have  failed  to  describe  themselves,  in  terms,  as 
being  justices  of  and  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland, 
their  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  is  not  shewn,  and  that^ 
therefore,  it  cannot  be  supported.  The  cases  cited  were 
Rex  v.  Chilverscolon{a),  and  Rex  v.  Moor  Criichell  {b). 
It  was  admitted,  however,  by  the  learned  counsel,  who 
argued  against  the  validity  of  the  order,  that  the  latter  cas« 
can  no  longer  be  considered  as  law.  But,  be  this  as  it 
may,  we  are  of  opinion  that  neither  of  the  cases  cited  is 
applicable  to  the  present. 

In  the  case  of  Chilverscoton,  there  was  no  county  in  the 
margin  of  the  order,  and  in  the  body  of  it  one  parish 
was  described  as  being  in  one  county,  and  the  other  io 
another;  and  it  was  upon  this  circumstance,  (the  mention  of 
two  counties,)  that  the  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  removing 
justices  was  made  to  depend.  The  Court  considered  that 
it  was  left  uncertain  of  which  county  they  were  justices. 
In  the  case  of  Moor  Critchell,  the  county  of  Wilts  was  in 
the  margin  of  the  order;  but,  in  the  body  of  it,  the 
county  of  Dorset  was  mentioned  also,  and  the  justices 
described  themselves  as  '^  justices  in  and  for  the  said 
countyJ*  And  upon  this  the  Court  held  that  it  ought  ex- 
pressly to  appear  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order,  and  that,  two  counties  having  been  mentioned 

(a)  8  T.  R.  178.  (6)  2  East,  t6. 
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before  they  ought  to  have  stated  of  which  county  they         184S. 

were  justices.  -^     ^ 

^    i  .  Tlie  Queen 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that   the  order,  in  the   present  v. 

case,  is  free  from  that  uncertainty  which,  in  both  the  in-  ^Castikto^^ 
stances  referred  to,  the  Court  considered  to  be  fatal.  And 
the  question  seems  to  resolve  itself  into  this, — whether  the 
margin  is  to  be  considered  part  of  the  order  or  not:  be- 
cause, if  it  be,  the  two  contending  townships  are  described 
as  being  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  (none  other  being 
named)  and  the  removing  justices  as  being  justices  of  that 
county,  by  words  of  direct  reference.  Now  this  point 
leems  to  have  been  long  settled.  The  case  of  Rex  v. 
Holbech,  heed${a\  is  thus  reported: — "It  was  objected  in 
this  case,  to  the  order  of  removal,  that  the  borough  of 
Leeds  is  Dot  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  order,  but  only 
in  the  margin,  and  therefore  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
two  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  it;  Lee,  Ch.  J.  I 
lake  it  to  be  settled  that,  in  orders,  the  margin  is  to  be 
considered  part  of  the  order,  and  therefore  a  plain  reference 
to  it  is  sufficient."  And  the  Court  decided  accordingly. 
We  are  of  opinion  that,  so  construing  the  present  order,  it 
may  be  sustained,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices 
making  the  order  sufficiently  appears. 

It  was  also  objected  (though  to  this,  we  believe,  an 
answer  was  given  at  the  time)  that  the  order  of  sessions 
is  defective,  inasmuch  as  it  purports  to  be  in  the  shape 
of  recital   only,   and    not  of  direct  allegation ;  we  think, 

however,  that  the  order  does  adjudicate,  and  that,  therefore, 

this  objection  also  fails. 
Upon  the  whole  therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 

mle  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  Burr.  S.  C.  198;  S,  C.  'i  Bott,  652. 


VOL,  I, — D.  M. 
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1843. 

The  QuEBN  V.  The  InhabitaiiU  of  St.  Sepulchre, 
Northampton  (a). 

Intheexami-    QN  appeal  to  the  Northamptonshire  Quarter   Sessions 
nations  on  ,       '^  ,i.i  i     r   a         a  j  o.r 

which  an  order  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Afin  Adams,  oic.  from 

wa'^made*  a  ^*'®  parish  of  Farthingstone,  in  the  said  county,  to  the  parish 

witness  stated,  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  the  sessions 

jSy  1^9,*  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  cf 

I  let  a  house,  Queen's  Bench  upon  the  following  case : 
to  the  pauper,        The  order  of  removal  was  grounded  on  certain  examinai- 

at  the  rent  of  ^Jons ;  the  material  portions  of  those  on  which  any  question 
10^  per  an-  ,      ^  ..       •  r       ,   t>     «  ,         ^  « 

num.    The  arose  are  the  followmg : — Jacob  Pulley  stated  as  follows^ 

pjythe^'hou'se  "  ®"  ^^^  ^^^  ^f  *^"'y'  ^^^9'  ^  '^^  ^  \^o\x^e,  situate  at  No.  10, 
until  the  S2d  Leicester  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the 
an<f  paid  me  ^^^"  ^^  Northampton,  to  Thomas  Adams,  the  husband  of 
the  whole  rent  the  pauper,  Jnn  Adams,  zt  the  rent  of  10/.  per  year,  exclu- 
time/^  *ivc  of  the  parochial  rates ;  the  said  Thomas  Adams  occupied 

rid^ei^&\s^  the  house  until  the  22d  of  July,  1841,  and  paid  me  the 
•entiente,)that  whole  of  the  rent  during  that  time." 

lufficienUy  "^^^  Adams  (the  pauper)  stated  as  follows—"  In  the 

appear  that       month  of  August,  1832,  I  was  married  to  Thomas  Adami^ 

wfu  under  the  &c«     '"  ^^^  month  of  July,  1839,  my  said  husband  and  I 

yearly  renting,  ^ent  to  a  house.  No.  10,  Leicester  Street,  in  the  parish  of 

St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  belonging  to 

Mr.  Pulley,     We  resided  in  that  house  until  March,  1842, 

when  my  husband  died,"  &c. 

Amongst  other  grounds  of  appeal  were  the  following : 
That  the  examinations  are  defective  and  insufficient,  as  it 
is  not  therein  stated,  nor  does  it  appear  therefrom,  that  the 
said  Thomas  Adams  rented  or  occupied  the  house  No.  10* 
Leicester  Street,  in  the  parish  St.  Sepulchre,  in  the  said 
examinations  mentioned,  or  any  other  house  or  tenement 
in  the  said  parish  under  a  yearly  hiring.  That  it  is  not 
stated  in  the  said  examinations,  nor  does  it  appear  there- 
from, that  the  said  Thomas  Adams  ever  bon&  fide  rented  m 

(o)  Decided  in  Mich.  T.  1844  (Nov.  SO). 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  VII  VICT. 

tenement  io  the  said  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  at  the  sum  of 

10/.  a  year  at  the  least  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  or    ^    ^ 
,       ,  •    ,  .  ,  .  .      TheQuEiH 

toat  ne  occupied  any  such  tenement  under  such  yearly  9. 

hiring,   and  actually  paid   the  rent  for   the  same,  to  the  Inhabuanis  of 
amount  of  10/.  at  least  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year.    Sepulchre, 
That  it  is  not  stated  in  the  said  examinations,  nor  does  it  Northampto» 
appear,  that  the  said  Thomas  Adams  resided  for  forty  days 
or  upwards  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  whilst  rent- 
ing and  occupying  a  tenement  therein  at  a  yearly  rent  of 
10/.  or  upwards. 

At  the  trial  of  the  said  appeal  it  was  objected,  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants,  that  the  examinations  were  defective  for 
the  causes  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  grounds  of  appeal. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  confirmed  the  order,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  above  objections. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  ought  to  have  given  effect  to  the  above 
objection,  or  either  of  them,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be 
quashed,  otherwise  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 

K.  Maeaulay  and  Mills  in  support  of  the  order  of  ses- 
sions. One  objection  to  the  examinations  is,  that  the  resi- 
dence of  the  pauper  does  not  sufficiently  appear.  But  the 
pauper  herself  states  distinctly  that  she  and  her  husband 
went  to  the  house  in  the  appellant  parish  in  July,  1839.  and 
resided  there  till  March,  1842. 

The  more  important  question  will  probably  be,  whether 
the  examinations  shew  that  the  pauper  rented  the  house  for 
t  year,  and  occupied  it  under  such  yearly  hiring.  The 
objection  appears  to  be  founded  on  Reg.  v.  Recorder  of 
Pontefraci{a).  There  the  examination  stated  that  the 
pauper  occupied  two  distinct  sets  of  premises  at  yearly 
rents,  and  occupied  them  for  three  years,  and  paid  the 
several  rents  as  they  became  due ;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  there  was  a  renting  for  a  year,  and  an 

(a)  9  Q.  B.  548;  S.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  700. 
T  2 
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1843.         occupation  under  it.     But  in  that  case  nothing  more  was 

"^^"^"^^      stated  than  the  fact  that  the  pauper  occupied  at  a  yearly  rent. 
The  Queen  ,     ,  ,  *  ,      .  i     i         • 

,;.  and  that  such  rent  was  paid ;  it  was  not  stated  that  the 

Inhabitants  of  yearly  rent  was  contracted  for.     Here  it  is  stated  that  the 
Sepulchre,    house  was  "  let  at  the  rent  of  10/.  per  annum."     A  mere 

Northampton  general  occupation  and  acceptance  of  rent,  even  without 
more,  will  constitute  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year:  Doe  d. 
Martin  v.  Watts  (a).  And  it  was  observed  by  Baytey  J. 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  Rex  v.  HerU" 
monceaux{b\  that  "there  is  nothing  in  the  preamble  of  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  or  of  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  which  shews  that 
it  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature  to  require 
more  than  what  would  constitute  in  ordinary  cases  a  tenancy 
for  a  year."  The  examinations  supply  abundant  evidence 
to  establish  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  A  jury  would 
properly  be  directed  upon  such  evidence  to  find  in  favour 
of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  and,  if  that  is  so,  the  magis- 
trates had  sufficient  evidence  to  found  their  order  upon. 
It  is  erroneous  to  apply  to  examinations  the  rules  of  spe- 
cial pleading,  and  to  say  that  such  and  such  "  averments" 
must  appear  on  the  face  of  examinations.  Examinations 
can  be  nothing  more  than  the  evidence  on  which  magistrates 
are  called  upon  to  act.  This  point  is  dealt  with  by  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in 
Reg.  V.  Pilkington{c\  "In  the  course  of  the  argument," 
his  Lordship  observes,  '*  there  was  a  minute  criticism  en- 
tered into  of  some  of  the  expressions  in  the  examination ; 
but  we  think  there  is  no  valid  objection  to  that  examina- 
tion. It  may  be  very  true  that  when  the  settlement  de- 
pends upon  a  simple  fact  known  to  the  pauper,  such  as 
that  he  resided  in  a  particular  parish,  or  was  unmarried  and 
without  child  or  children,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  his 
examination  should  contain  a  specific  statement  of  that  very 
fact.  But  it  is  a  very  different  question,  whether  his  exa- 
mination should  state  the  legal  consequence  of  particular 

(a)  7  T.  R.  83.  (c)  3  G.  &  D.  319. 

(6)  7  B.  &  C.  551 ;  5.  C.  1  M.  &  R.  426. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,    VII  VICT.  275 

facts.     Whether  a  pauper  has  been  dulj  hired,  so  as  to         1843. 
gain  a  settlement,  is  often  a  very  difficult  question  of  law.    -J*^X^^ 
The  removing  justices  may  possibly  have  asked  the  pauper  v, 

whether  he  was  hired  or  not ;  the  answer  may  have  been,  Inhabitonts  of 
''I  don't  know  what  you  call  'hired*  but  I  will  tell  you  Scpulchrb, 
what  took  place  on  the  occasion."  And  then  he  may  pos-  ^^'^^^'^^ 
tibly  have  stated  facts  as  on  the  present  occasion ;  and  if 
the  facts  so  stated  amount  to  a  hiring  for  a  year,  then  the 
justices  may  properly  adjudicate  that  the  settlement  was 
gained,  and  remove  the  party  upon  it,  and  they  must  form 
their  opinion  upon  the  effect  of  such  statement.  The  facts 
stated  in  this  examination  certainly  amount  to  evidence  of 
a  proper  hiring,  and  the  examination  therefore  is  sufficient." 
Can  it  be  said  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  examinations  now 
before  the  Court  do  not  amount  to  evidence  of  a  renting 
for  a  year  and  of  occupation  under  such  renting?  If  any 
examination  is  to  be  defeated  by  its  possible  consistency 
with  some  other  state  of  facts  than  that  which  will  support 
the  settlement,  no  case  can  ever  be  supported,  even  in  part, 
by  circumstantial  evidence.  Rex  y.  Banbury  [a)  does  not 
affect  this  case,  for  there  it  was  stated  that  there  had  been 
two  distinct  hirings,  and  that  the  occupation  had  been  under 
them  successively ;  here  it  appears  that  there  has  been  only 
one  hiring,  and  the  occupation  must  of  course  have  been 
onder  it. 

Miller  and  Barlow  contr^.  This  examination  cannot  be 
held  good  without  overruling  Reg.  v.  Recorder  of  Ponte- 
fract{b),  for  in  that  case  also  there  was  evidence  on  which 
the  removing  magistrates  were  justified  in  finding  that  there 
bad  been  a  renting  for  a  year.  The  question  however  is 
not  on  the  evidence,  but,  as  it  were  upon  the  record,  whe- 
ther the  examinations  present  such  a  case  as  that  the  re- 
ipondents  can  be  allowed  to  go  into  evidence  to  support  it. 
It  has  been  held  repeatedly  that  all  the  essentials  of  a  set- 

{n)  1  A.  &  E.  136.  (6)  3  Q.  B.  548;  S.  C.  ^  G,  &  D.  700. 
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dement  must  be  stated,  and  here»  at  the  utmost,  only  one 

essential,  the  renting  at  10/.  a  year,  is  stated.     But,  even 

V.  as  to  the  renting,  it  is  not  stated  from  what  date  the  tenancy 

Inbabuants  of  y^^^  ^^  commence.     The  letting  was  agreed  upon  on  the 

Sbpulcbbe,    22d  July,  18S9|  but  it  does  not  appear  for  what  period  the 

house  was  let. 

The  main  objection  however  is,  that  the  occupation  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  under  the  yearly  hiring,  which  is 
necessary,  according  to  Rex  v.  Banbury  (a).  Reg.  v.  Stone^ 
leigh{b),  Reg.  v.  Flockton(c)  and  Reg.  v.  Leeds  (d\  shew 
that  the  essentials  of  the  settlement  must  be  stated,  and 
not  left  to  inference,  and  these  examinations  leave  it  as  a 
mere  matter  of  inference,  whether  the  occupation  was  or 
was  not  under  the  hiring. 

Even  as  to  the  residence,  there  is  no  averment  in  the 
examination  of  the  pauper  that  she  resided  from  July,  1839 
thenceforth  until  March,  1842,  and  if  the  fact  were  other- 
wise she  could  not  be  indicted  for  perjury,  as  having  sworn 
to  such  continuous  residence. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  adhere  to  former  cases,  which 
govern  this.  The  effect  of  them  will,  I  trust,  be  to  pro- 
duce greater  care  and  precision  in  the  preparation  of  cases 
of  removal.  We  cannot  accept  inference  instead  of  state- 
ment.    The  order  of  sessions  must  be  quashed. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  re- 
peatedly been  laid  down  that  nothing  which  can  be  stated 
is  to  be  left  to  inference.  We  are  not  startled  at  our  doc- 
trine, nor  do  we  wish  to  retire  from  it.  I  abide  by  Reg.  v. 
Recorder  of  Pontefract{e). 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  as  desirous  as  the  rest  of  the  Court 

(a)  1  A.  &  E.  136.  {d)  Ante,  1 19. 

{b)  2  Q.  B.  530;  5.  C,  ^  G.k  (e)  2  Q.  B.  548;  S.  C.  9  G.  & 

D.  535.  D.  700. 

(c)  S  Q.  B.  535;  5.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  664. 
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to  hold  strictly  to  the  rule  we  have  laid  down  with  respect  to         1843. 
examinations  and  grounds  of  appeal.     But  I  am  not  satis-    fp^^^f^^ 
fied  in  this  case  that  our  rule  has  not  been  complied  with.  v. 

I  think  this  examination  is  sufficient,  and,  if  Reg.  v.  Recorder  I«>»>»h«anto  of 
of  Pontefract  {a)  had  not  been  decided,  my  opinion  would  ^Sbpulches, 
be  the  stronger.  As  it  is,  I  do  not  wish  to  recede  from 
that  decision.  But,  although  I  agree  with  that  case,  I 
think  that  this  examination,  which  states  that  on  a  given 
daj  in  July,  1839,  the  landlord  let  a  house  at  10/.  a  year  to 
the  pauper,  and  that  the  pauper  went  to  the  house  on  that 
day  and  occupied  it  until  the  same  day  in  July  in  1841, 
and  paid  the  whole  rent,  which  means  the  rent  spoken  of 
before,  does  shew  a  sufficient  occupation  under  the  yearly 
renting. 

WiGBTMAN  J. — I  agree  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
statute  has  been  complied  with.  It  has  been  decided  in  a 
great  many  cases,  that  nothing  can  be  left  to  intendment, 
unless  it  be  a  necessary  intendment.  It  will  not  be  enough, 
therefore,  that  the  examination  be  consistent  with  either  a 
conformity  or  a  nonconformity  to  the  statute  applicable  to 
the  particular  settlement.  My  difficulty  is  not  as  to  the 
renting  for  a  year,  but  as  to  the  latter  requisite,  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  occupation  was  under  the  yearly  rent- 
ing; the  examination  is  so  worded  that  the  occupation  may, 
consistently  with  the  examination,  have  been  under  some 
other  renting. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed, 
(c)  S  Q.  B.  548;  5.  C.  2  G.  &  D.  TOO. 
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The  Queen  v.  Oxley  and  another.  Justices  of  Ripoo(a). 

1.  On  nnap-     MjRTIN  bad  obtained  a  rule  for  a  certiorari  to  remove 

plicaiion  to  the 

justices  at         an  order  in  bastardy  made  by  the  above  named  defendants 

fbr  a  bastardy    »« justices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and  for  the  liberty  of 

order  under  Ripon,  in  the  county  of  York,  under  statute  2  &  3  Vict. 
Stat.  2&3  •'^  ^ 

Vict,  c.  85,        <^«  85. 

the  party  ^he  order  bore  date  the  2d  of  Feb.  1844,  and  after  re- 

charged at-         .  . 
tended  with      citing  that  upon  hearing  the  application  of  the  churchuHir- 

and^after^some  ^^'"  ^''^  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Ripon,  in 
witnesses  had  the  said  liberty,  it  appeared  to  the  undersigned  justices, 
ed  in  support     assembled  at  petty  sessions,  that  a  male  bastard  child  was 

of  the  appli-  lately,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  27th  of  February  then  last  past, 
cation,  and  .  .  %ir        •  •  i    nr  •        • 

cross-examin-    born  m    the  township   of  Marknigton-with-Wallerthwaite 

lorne  ^re-^^  '"  ^^^  *^'^  liberty,  of  the  body  of  A/ary  Denison,  single 
quested  that  woman,  and  that  the  said  child  was,  by  reason  of  the  in- 
should°h^%e-  ^'^'^'^J  ^^  ^^^  mother  to  provide  for  its  maintenance,  be- 
termined  at  come  chargeable  to  the  township  of  Kipon  in  the  said 
sessions  under  liberty,  and  that  John  Brown,  of  Hill  House,  in  the  said 

*®^I;^/.    .         township  of  Maikinton-with-Wallerthwaite,  labourer,  was 

Held,  that,  '^      . 

as  the  case        really  and  in  truth   the   father  of  the  said   bastard  child. 

emeldf"  n  ^^^  adjudication  proceeded  as  follows:—"  It  is  therefore 
the  justices  adjudged  by  the  said  justices  that  the  said  John  Brown  is 
fiised'^to  let  it  ^^^  father  of  the  said  bastard  child,  and  we  do  hereby  order 
goioihequar-  that  the  said  John  Brazen  shall  forthwith  pay,  or  cause  to 
ter  sessions.       ,  .  ,  i         -  ,    i        i  ,  i  /•     *  .  . 

a.  A  ba?-       be  paid,  to  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  oj  the  said 

tardy  order,      township   of  Ripon,   the    sum    of  nine   shillings   and  four 

Feb.  1844,        pence  to  reimburse  the  said  township  the  actual  expense 

after  reciting 

the  birth  of  (a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  1844,  (June  1 1). 

the  child  "  on 

the  27lh  Febuary  now  last  past,''  and  other  necessary  matters,  ordered  thai  the  father 

should  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  meet  *^  the  actual  expense  incurred  in  the  maintenance  of 

the  child  from  the  time  of'  its  birth  as  aforesaid  to  the  time  of  making  this  order,'*  and 

also  a  further  sum  weekly  for  future  maintenance." 

Held,  that  so  much  of  the  order  a^  related  to  past  maintenance  was  bad,  as  including 
more  than  six  months*  past  maintenance,  contrary  to  stat.  4  &  5  Will,  4,  c.  76,  s.  73, 
but  that  the  order  was  good  for  the  residue. 

3.  The  order  directed  the  payments  to  be  made  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  a  township,  the  township  having  no  churchwardens. 

Held  (dubitante  Lerd  Denman  C.  J.)  that  the  order  was  sufficient  notwithstanding. 
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incurred  io  the   mainteoaoce   and  support    of   the   said         18^* 

bastard  child  from  the  time  of  its  birth  aforesaid  until  the 

time  of  making  this  order;   and   shall  also  weekly    and 

every  week  from  the  date  of  this  order,  and  so  long  as  the 

said  bastard  child  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  said  township 

of  Ripon,  and  until  the  said  bastard  child  shall  attain  the 

age  of  seven  years  (if  the  said  child  shall  so  long  live),  pay 

or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 

of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Ripon  the  sum  of 

one  shilling  and  sixpence,  to  reimburse  the  said  township 

of  Ripon  the  actual  expense  to  be  incurred  in  the  main- 

leoance  and  support  of  the  said  bastard  child.^ 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  that  at  the  petty  sessions 
Mary  Denison,  the  mother  of  the  child,  was  examined 
before  the  justices,  together  with  a  witness  in  corrobora- 
tion of  her  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge,  and  that  the 
laid  John  Brown  appeared  by  his  attorney,  who  cross- 
examined  both  the  above  witnesses  on  his  behalf.  The 
justices  having  however  expressed  themselves  satisfied  with 
the  corroborative  evidence,  the  attorney  then  stated,  before 
entering  upon  the  defence  further  than  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  witnesses,  that  Brown  was  desirous  that  the 
charge  should  be  heard  and  determined  at  the  quarter 
sessions  under  the  third  section  of  the  statute,  and  ap- 
plied to  the  justices  to  take  the  necessary  recognisances, 
which  Brown  was  then  ready  to  enter  into.  The  justices 
however  thought  the  application  too  late,  after  the  case  had 
been  part  beard,  and  the  witnesses  in  support  of  the 
charge  cross-examined  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  re- 
fused to  take  the  recognisances,  whereupon  the  defendant 
declined  calling  witnesses  or  proceeding  with  his  defence. 

The  affidavit  also  stated  that  there  are  no  churchwardens 
for  the  township  of  Ripon,  but  that  it  forms  part  of  the 
parish  of  Ripon,  and  that  there  are  churchwardens  for  the 
parish. 

Baines  and  Pickering  now  shewed  cause.     The  first 
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objection  taken  to  this  order  is,  that  the  justices  in  petty 
sessions  were  bound  to  stay  their  hand  at  any  time  upon 
the  defendant  declaring  that  he  was  desirous  that  the 
charge  should  be  heard  and  determined  by  the  quarter 
sessions,  and  offering  to  enter  into  the  recognisances  re- 
quired by  the  2d  section  of  statute  2  &  3  f^ici.  c.  85.  But 
such  was  clearly  not  the  intention  of  the  statute,  nor  is 
such  a  construction  warranted  by  the  words.  The  Ist  see* 
tion  authorises  the  justices  in  petty  sessions,  upon  the 
application  of  the  overseers,  to  make  an  order  upon  the 
person  charged  with  being  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard 
child,  to  reimburse  the  parish  for  its  support,  and  for  that 
purpose  provides  that  they  shall  have  "  all  the  powers  and 
duties  in  regard  thereunto  which  are  given  to  the  court  of 
general  quarter  sessions  by  virtue  of  stat.  4  &  5  fVill.  4,  c. 
76,  s.  7^*'*  They  are  therefore  constituted  an  independent 
tribunal,  with  power  to  entertain  and  finally  adjudicate  upon 
the  charge.  But  then  the  dd  section  provides,  "  that  if 
the  party  charged  shall  declare  to  the  justices  that  he  is 
desirous  that  the  charge  shall  be  heard  and  determined  at 
the  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  and  shall  then  enter  into 
the  recognisances  there  required,  the  justices  shall  not  pro- 
ceed yiir/Aer  to  hear  the  charge."  This  merely  gives  the 
defendant  the  option  of  the  two  tribunals,  but  it  does  not 
allow  him  to  take  the  chance  of  both,  and  he  must  make 
his  election,  either  to  defend  the  case  then,  or  to  enter  into 
recognisances  to  try  at  the  sessions.  The  word  ''  further" 
can  not  bear  the  meaning  which  is  contended  for,  but  must 
mean  that  upon  the  declaration  of  the  defendant  that  he 
prefers  having  the  case  heard  at  quarter  sessions  the  jus- 
tices  in  petty  sessions  shall  not  proceed  to  entertain  it  at 
all.  The  same  word  occurs  in  a  lower  part  of  the  same 
clause  in  the  same  sense.  ''  In  such  case/'  (that  is,  upon 
the  defendant's  entering  into  the  recognisances,)  "  ait 
further  proceedings  in  the  matter  of  the  charge  shall  be 
had  before  the  court  of  quarter  sessions."  But  this  can 
not  mean  that  the  proceedings  which  had  been  commenced 
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before  tbe  petty  sessions  shall  be  continued  before  the 
qoarter  sessions,  in  the  sense  that  they  are  to  take  up  the 
auitter  where  the  petty  sessions  left  off,  but  that  in  the 
etent  there  contemplated,  tbe  quarter  sessions  shall  enter- 
tain tbe  case,  and  not  the  petty  sessions.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a 
ooart  of  appeal  from  the  petty  sessions,  for  this  cannot  be 
implied,  but  must  be  created  by  express  words,  but  is  a 
concurrent  jurisdiction ;  and  to  permit  the  defendant  to 
take  tbe  chance  of  the  one,  and  finding  that  adverse  to  resort 
to  the  other,  would  be  to  allow  him  to  adopt  two  remedies 
at  the  same  time.  This  it  is  submitted  he  is  not  entitled 
to  do ;  Rex  v.  Justices  of  Suffolk  (a). 

The  next  objection  is,  that  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
order  that  tbe  child  was  bom  more  than  six  months  previ- 
oas  to  the  application  being  heard,  and  that  it  is  bad  for 
cooimanding  the  defendant  to  reimburse  the  township  the 
actual  expense  incurred  from  the  time  of  the  birth  to  the 
time  of  making  tbe  order.    It  must  be  admitted  that  where 
the  birth  of  the  child  has  taken  place  more  than  six  calen- 
dar months  previously  to  the  application  being  heard,  the 
costs  of  maintenance  under  stat  4  &  5  Will,  4,  c.  76,  s. 
73,  are  to  be  calculated  from  the  day  of  the  commence- 
ment of  tbe  six  calendar  months  previous  to  the  hearing  of 
wsA  application,  and  confined  within  that  period.     But 
then  to  render  the  order  defective  on  this  ground,  it  must 
be  certain  that  the  costs  have   been  calculated   from   a 
bnger  time.     Here  the  date  of  the  birth  of  the  child  is 
hid  under  a  videlicet,  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  need  not 
hive  been  inserted  at  all ;  it  is  therefore  the  same  as  if 
it  had  been  wholly  omitted.     But  in  that  case  the  Court 
wonid  so  construe  the  order  that  it  might  be  supported, 
and  would  not  assume  that  the  child  had  been  born  more 
fhu  six  calendar  months  previous  to  the  hearing  of  the 
application,  and  that  the  order  was   made  to  reimburse 
cxpences  incurred  during  the  whole  of  that  time :  Rex  v. 

(•)  6  Ad.  &  £11.  109;  S.C.  1 N.  &.  P  306. 
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J  843.  out  (a),  Rex  v.  Picton{b),  Rex  v.  Stockton  (c).  Assqii 
ing  the  child  to  have  beeo  bora  more  than  six  monti 
before  the  hearing  of  the  application^  no  costs  may  ha. 
been  incurred  by  the  parish  till  within  the  last  six  montI 
But  this  objection  can  only  prevail  as  far  as  regards  t: 
nine  and  fourpencci  and  the  order  will  be  good  for  the  res 
It  contains  two  distinct  adjudications,*  and  is  clearly  dr 
sible. 

The  third  objection  is^  that  the  application  is  made 
the  churchwardeni  and  overseers  of  the  township  of  Ripe 
and  the  money  is  directed  to  be  paid  to  them,  wbeia 
Ripon  is  a  township,  and  has  no  churchwardens,  but  c^ 
overseers.  But  this  is  immaterial,  for  the  overseers  are  : 
proper  parties  to  make  the  application  under  the  stativ 
they  do  make  it,  and  the  application  cannot  be  reod^ 
of  none  effect  by  other  parties  joining  therein  who  hav^ 
authority,  it  is  therefore  mere  surplusage;    Reg*  v.  G«m 

Martin  contrd.  The  justices  were  bound  to  send  th 
case  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.  Upon  the  exprei 
sion  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  remove  it,  and  his  offei 
ing  to  enter  in  the  recognisances  required  by  the  act,  thei 
jurisdiction  was  ousted,  and  after  that  they  could  not  pre 
ceed.  The  defendant  had  a  perfect  right  to  say  at  an 
time  before  judgment  pronounced,  ^^I  am  not  satisfied  wil 
this  tribunal,  I  wish  to  go  to  the  higher  tribunal."  This 
clear  from  the  words  of  the  act.  Application  is  to  1 
made  to  the  justices  in  petty  sessions,  and  a  notice  to  I 
given  to  the  party  charged  to  appear  before  them  under  tl 
1st  section.  Then,  if  on  appearance  he  shall  declare  th 
he  is  desirous  that  the  charge  shall  be  heard  and  determin< 
at  the  quarter  sessions,  and  shall  enter  into  the  recogi 
sances  required  by  the  statute,  the  justices  shall  not  proce< 
further  to  hear  the  charge.     The  words  import  that  th 

(a)  R.  &  R.  431.  (c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  546. 

(6)  2  East,  195.  {d)  9  Dow.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  382. 
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iButliave  beard  to  some  extent^  if  they  are  not  to  proceed 

fiirtker  to  bear.     But  it  is  contended  in  support  of  the 

flnier.tbat  thej  cannot  hear  the  charge  at  alitor  tbatjf  they 

^ve  commenced,  they  must  go  on  to  adjudicate  in  spite  of 

^resistance  of  the  defendant.     This  is  contrary  to  all 

^^ogy,  since  at  common  law  the  course  of  the  inferior 

C^nfiMioal  may  be  arrested,  and  the  proceedings  removed  at 

^S}jtime  before  judgment. 

Secondly,  the  expenses  which  the  township  are  to  be  re- 
■■nborsed  appear  from  the  face  of  the  order  to  have  been 
K^acarred  for  a  longer  period  than  six  months  preceding  the 
i^^nring  of  the  application.  The  order  must  be  construed 
^k^cording  to  its  true  purport  and  meaning,  like  any  other 
^iKument,  and  without  any  intendment  in  its  favour  or 
^linst  it. 

Lastly,  the  order  is  bad,  in  directing  the  payment  to  be 
^»de  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers.  The  statute 
directs  the  application  to  be  made  by  the  overseers 
^j,  and  not  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
ptrish  for  an  order  upon  the  person  whom  they  charge 
vith  being  the  putative  father  of  the  child,  to  reimburse 
tk  parish.  But  here  not  only  the  application  is  stated  to 
litTe  been  made  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  but 
tie  money  is  to  be  paid  to  them.  The  affidavit  states 
diere  are  no  churchwardens  of  the  township;  how  then  is 
die  order  to  be  carried  into  effect?  If,  on  the  contrary, 
bj  churchwardens,  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  are  to 
be  aoderstood,  and  the  defendant  should  pay  them,  the 
overseers  of  the  township  would  afterwards  say  that  the 
payment  ought  to  be  made  to  themselves. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — There  is  nothing  in  the  first  ob- 
jcctioo.  The  justices  have  proceeded  with  the  charge  up 
to  the  hearing.  Application  has  been  made  to  them  by 
tbe  overseers,  and  the  party  charged  has  appeared  before 
Aem.  The  meaning  of  the  expression  in  the  act,  that  they 
ibali  not  <'  proceed  further   to  bear  the  charge,'^  is  that 
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upon  tbe  party  charged  expressing  his  desire  that  tl 
charge  shall  be  heard  and  determined  at  tbe  quarter  se 
sions  of  the  peace,  and  entering  upon  the  recognisances  i 
quired,  the  justices  shall  not  proceed  further,  that  is,  sb 
not  hear  the  charge,  but  that  all  further  proceedings  in  ■ 
matter  of  the  charge  shall  be  had  before  the  Court 
Quarter  Sessions.  It  would  be  an  anomaly  to  say  U: 
after  a  man  had  taken  the  chance  of  one  tribunal  and  W 
proceeded  up  to  a  certain  point,  and  saw  the  case  ^ 
turning  against  him,  he  then  should  stop  short  and  take 
chance  of  another. 

With  regard  to  that  part  of  the  order  which  relateir 
the  payment  of  the  Qs.  4d.  to  reimburse  the  township  < 
expense  incurred  in  the  maintenance  and  support  of^ 
child  from  the  time  of  its  birth  to  the  time  of  making  :^ 
order,  we  think  it  clearly  bad,  and  the  order  mus^ 
quashed  as  far  as  relates  to  that  sum. 

As  to  the  third  point,  I  entertain  some  doubt,  bulM 
learned  brothers  think  the  order  suificient  in  that  resp^ 

Patteson  J. — I  agree  with  my  Liord  Chief  Justice 
feeling  no  doubt  at  all  with  regard  to  the  first  point.  It . 
necessary  to  look  at  the  former  act.  The  72nd  section  < 
4&5  WilLAf  c.  76,  required  the  application  to  be  made  I 
the  quarter  sessions.  This  was  found  inconvenient,  and 
was  necessary  to  remedy  the  inconvenience  by  givii 
parishes  an  opportunity  of  applying  to  the  petty  sessioi 
Statute  e&d  Vict,  c.85,  therefore  provides  that  the  justic 
in  petty  sessions  shall  proceed  with  respect  to  the  appli< 
tion,  and  shall  have  all  the  powers  and  duties  with  regi 
thereunto  that  are  given  to  theCourt  of  Quarter  Sessions 
the  4  &5  Will.  4,  c.  76.  But  then  it  was  also  necessary 
prevent  the  party  charged  from  being  grieved  by  the  alte 
tion;  his  right,  therefore,  to  go  to  the  quarter  sessions  % 
preserved  to  him  upon  certain  conditions.  But  the  tril 
nals  are  distinct,  and,  after  making  his  election  of  one  1 
bunal,  he  cannot  go  to  the  other ;  he  may  select  which 
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till,  bat  not  try  both.     The  analogy  of  proceedings  re-         18iS. 
BiOTcd  by  certiorari  from  inferior  courts  does  not  apply,  for 
^case  must  be  determined  on  the  construction  of  the  act 
of  parliament.     If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  give  an 
Ifeal  to  the  quarter  sessions  why  did  it  not  say  so  ?     But 
tke  words^  shall  not  proceed  further  to  hear,  on  the  gram- 
^ntiGal  construction,  mean,  shall  not  hear,  for  up  to  that 
fioiot  the  charge  had  not  been  heard.     The  application  for 
^  order  is  not  the  hearing  of  the  charge,  and  up  to  that 
foint,  if  the  party  is  desirous  that  the  case  should  be  heard 
»id  determined  at  the  quarter  sessions,  the  justices  can  pro- 
^xtd  no  further.    But  if  they  have  proceeded  to  hear  before 
sidi  desire  has  been  expressed,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
tkir  adjudicating  on  the  case. 
With  respect  to  the  9'.  4d.  the  order  is  clearly  bad. 
As  to  the  third  point,  I  cannot  see  why  the  introduction 
<if  churchwardens  does  any  harm.     If  there  were  church- 
virdens  of  the  township,  ah  order  for  the  payment  by  the 
potative  father  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
township  to  reimburse  the  township  would  be  right.     The 
potative  father  is   to  reimburse  the  township;    this  may 
sorely  be    done    by  payment  to  the   churchwardens   and 
oteraeers,  where  the  former  are  equally  with  the  overseers 
trustees  for  the  township.     But  it  is  said  there  are  church- 
wardens of  the  parish  of  Ripon,  but  none  of  the  township, 
then  ao  order  to  pay  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of 
Ripon  would  be  bad,  but  a  payment  to  them  would  be  no 
compliance  with  this  order.     But  if  there  are  overseers  for 
tiM  township,  but  no  churchwardens^  what  difficulty  can 
ariae,  for  the  money  can  only  be  paid  to  the  overseers,  who 
it  is  contended  are  the  only  parties  capable  of  receiving  it? 

Williams  J. — As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  two  justices 
I  have  no  doubt.  The  absence  from  the  language  of  the 
statute  of  any  mention  of  any  appeal  is  conclusive  in  my 
mind.  The  obvious  meaning  of  the  act  is  that  the  party 
should  have  his  choice.     If  he  is  not  content  to  have  the 
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jurisdiction  provided  by  the  act,  he  may  go  to  the  other  tri* 
bunal.     But  be  cannot  have  both. 

I  also  quite  agree  that  the  order  is  bad  with  respect  to 
the  9s.  4d. 

I  cannot  say  there  is  no  doubt  on  the  third  point.  Some 
has  been  felt  by  my  Lord.  But  I  doubt  the  application  of 
the  affidavit  to  it,  for  it  is  clear  on  the  face  of  the  order  that 
the  justices  had  jurisdiction,  unless  they  were  stopped  at  m 
particular  point. 

If  then  their  jurisdiction  is  clear,  can  the  affidavit  be  ad- 
mitted to  shew  that  the  order  is  bad  by  reason  of  something 
extrinsic?  But  is  the  order  vitiated  by  the  introduction  of 
the  word  churchwardens?  We  know  that  strictly  there  ia 
uo  such  officer  in  a  township,  and,  assuming  that  there  were 
none  here,  it  is  at  most  only  nomen  inutile. 

Rule  absolute  as  to  sum  of  gs.  4d.(a) 

(a)  See  the  next  case. 


The  Queen   v.  Clarke  and   another.  Justices   of 
Somersetshire. 

diaree^with  Kl^GLAKE,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  call- 
being  the  puta-  i|]g  upon  the  above  mentioned  justices  of  the  county  of 
a  bastard  Somerset  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not 

child,  under      issue  to  remove  a  certain  order  and  judgment,  and  other 

thei&SFic^  .         .      *^  : 

C.85, attended  proceedings  of  the  said  justices  m  petty  sessions,  made 

before  the  ^p^^  ^j^^  application  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the 

petty  sessions,  . 

whereafter       Wellington  Union,  against  one  Bellet,  as  the  putative  father 

nmice°  the*       ^'  *  female  bastard  child  born  of  one  Sarah  Twose,  singk 

case  was  ad-    woman^  to  reimburse  the  said  Union  for  the  maintenance 

journed  on  his        ,  ^   ,  .  .     i  .,  , 

own  applica-     ^°d  support  of  the  said  child. 

tion.    On  his 

appearance  at  the  adjoarnment,  the  justices  refusing  to  adjourn  a  second  time,  ha 

offered  to  enter  into  recognisances,  under  the  Srd  section  of  the  statute,  to  appear  at 

the  quarter  sessions,  but  the  justices  refused  to  take  his  recognisance. 

neid,  that  bf  remaining  after  such  refusal,  and  proceeding  with  his  defence,  he  had 
waived  any  objection  to  their  jurisdiction. 
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It  appeaed  from  the  affidavits  that  BeUei  had  been 
served  with  notice,  on  behalf  of  the  guardians  of  the  said 
QoioD,  that  an  application  would  be  made  at  the  petty  ses- 
sions on  the  2d  day  of  November,  1843|  for  an  order  upon 
him  to  reimburse  the  said  union  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  the  said  child ;  that  the  notice  was  subsequently 
countermanded  by  the  guardians,  and  that  upon  the  l6th 
of  November  a  second  notice  was  served  upon  him  of  a 
similar  application  to  be  made  at  the  petty  sessions  to  be 
bolden  7th  of  December.  That  the  attorney  of  the  de- 
fendant attended  the  justices  on  the  behalf  of  Bellet,  and 
the  attorney  for  the  complainants  having  duly  proved  and 
given  in  evidence  the  notice  of  application  on  behalf  of  the 
guardians,  and  proved  the  service  thereof  upon  Bellet ,  the 
farther  bearing  of  the  cause  was,  on  the  application  of  Bel- 
let's  attorney,  by  consent,  postponed  till  the  4th  of  January 
then  next.  On  that  day  JBe//e^  and  his  attorney  attended, 
together  with  two  sureties,  and  applied  to  the  justices  to 
take  the  recognisance  of  Bellet  and  his  sureties,  in  pursu- 
toce  of  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3,  Bellet  being  desirous 
that  the  said  charge  should  be  heard  and  determined  at  the 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace;  that  the  said  justices  refused 
to  take  the  said  recognisance,  and  proceeded  to  hear  the 
application^  whereupon  the  witnesses  in  support  of  the 
charge  against  Bellet  were  examined  upon  oath  in  his  pre- 
tence, and  cross-examined  by  his  attorney,  who,  on  the  con- 
dasion  of  the  case,  addressed  the  Court  in  answer  to  the 
application. 

Godson  and  Pashley  shewed  cause.  If  there  has  been 
anj  irregularity  here  on  the  part  of  the  justices,  the  party 
ku  mistaken  his  remedy.  He  ought  to  have  offered  to 
enter  into  a  recognisance  to  appear  at  the  quarter  sessions 
before  the  justices  had  entered  upon  the  case,  and,  if  they 
refused  to  allow  this,  to  have  applied  to  this  Court  for  a 
Biaodamus  to  compel  them.  But  the  justices  in  the  pre- 
sent instance  had  jurisdiction.     They  were  not  stopped  in 

VOL.1.— D.M.  li 
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time;  the  case  had  been  partly  heard,  and  was  in  the  first  in- 
stance adjourned  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant's  attorney* 
Instead  of  applying  for  that  adjournment^  he  ought  then  to 
have  expressed  his  wish  to  have  the  case  heard  at  the 
quarter  sessions,  and  to  have  tendered  his  recognisance* 
But  it  was  not  until  an  application  for  a  second  adjourn- 
ment had  been  refused,  that  this  was  done.  The  justices 
were  then  in  possession  of  the  case,  and  their  jurisdiction 
had  attached.  Besides,  after  this,  the  defendant's  attorney 
submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  by  proceeding  to  cross  ex« 
amine  the  witnesses,  and  addressing  the  Court.  By  such 
a  course  he  waived  any  objection  to  the  jurisdiction ; 
Brunskill  v.  Gil€i{a\  Farwig  v.  Cockerton{b),  Coose  v.  NeM- 
megen(c).  The  defendant  is  therefore  too  late  to  take  the 
objection^  as  he  in  fact  has  waived  it  at  the  hearing,  and 
there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  to  shew 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justices  ;  Reg,  v.  Justices  of 
Cheshire  (d). 

Carrow  contrd.  This  is  not  like  Reg.  v.  Oxley{e\  where 
the  case  had  been  part  heard  before  the  defendant  offered 
to  enter  into  a  recognisance  to  appear  at  the  quarter  ses- 
sions. The  fallacy  consists  in  assuming  that  any  thing 
more  was  done  on  the  first  occasion  than  proving  the 
notice  upon  the  party  charged  with  being  the  father  of  the 
child.  Up  to  that  time  the  defendant  had  the  right  of 
withdrawing  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  petty  sessions, 
and  having  his  case  heard  at  the  quarter  sessions.  The 
adjournment  made  no  difference,  but  on  his  second  ap- 
pearance he  was  in  the  same  position,  and  the  justices 
were  bound  to  take  the  recognisance  when  tendered.  Upon 
their  refusal,  a  want  of  jurisdiction  ensued,  which  no 
subsequent  assent  of  the  party  could  supply.  Where  there 
is  an  original  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  can  never  be  given  bj 


(a)  9  Bing.  13. 

(6)  3  M.  &  W.  169. 

(c)  9  M.  &  W.  «90. 


(d)  8Ad.  &Eil.  398;   5.  C.  S 
P.  &  D.  88. 
{e)  Araty  p.  978. 
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tlie  coDsent  of  the  parties ;  Lawrence  v.  Willcock{a\  Lismore        1 843. 

f.Beadfeib).  >-^^^ 

The  QuiEN 

V. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.— This  person  cannot  now  be  per-  Clarke. 
Bitted  to  saj  that  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction.  He 
first  applies  for  and  obtains  an  adjournment  of  the  case, 
and  then  at  his  second  appearance,  on  the  refusal  of  the 
justices  to  adjourn  the  case  again,  or  to  take  his  recogni- 
sance to  appear  at  the  quarter  sessions^  he  stays  and  ex- 
tmines  the  witnesses,  and  addresses  the  Court.  This  is  a 
clear  waiver;  he  should  have  declined  their  jurisdiction  in 
die  first  instance. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  I  think  it  a 
dear  waiver  on  the  point  put  by  Mr.  Godson,  that  here  the 
justices  clearly  had  jurisdiction,  to  which  the  party  charged 
submitted.  If  the  jurisdiction  once  attached,  he  waived 
kis  right  of  going  before  another  tribunal.  It  is  not  like 
die  case  of  an  absence  of  all  jurisdiction,  which  cannot  be 
cured  by  the  act  of  the  party. 

Rule  discharged  (c). 

W  n  Ad.  &  E.  941;   S.  C.  3  (6)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  566. 

P.  It  D.  536.  (c)  See  the  preceding  case. 


The  Queen  ©.The  Justices  of  Middlesex  (St.  John  the 
Baptist,  Stamford,  v.  St.  Pancras.) 

In  this  case  it  was  decided  by  the  Court,  that  in  the 
eoootj  of  Middlesex  (which  has  four  general  and  four 
quarter  sessions,)  the  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal 
most  be  to  the  quarter  sessions.  But  now  by  7  &  8  Fict. 
€•  71,  8.  2,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  general  sessions  "  shall 
have  power  to  try  and  determine  all  appeals,  and  all  other 

u2 
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1843.  powers  which  now  or  shall  hereafter  belong  to  the  general 
quarter  sessions."  And  by  sect.  3,  that  *'  all  orders  here- 
tofore made,  and  all  things  heretofore  done,  at  any  general 
m"*dlmix  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  shall 
be  as  good  in  law  as  if  made  and  done  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  same  county." 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Latchfobd  (a). 

The  examina-    Q jj  appeal   against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Peter 

tionotapau-  rr  o  .  •      i 

per,  after  Stat-   Carter^  &c.,  from  the  township  of  Warrington,  m  the  county 

tUnTecrin^r  ^^  Lancaster,  to  the  township  of  Latchford,  in  the  county 

appellant  of  Chester,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the 

on  alVo  to         opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case : 

state  that  the        The  material    part  of  the  examinations  on  which  the 

pauper  was  by 

indeatare         order  was  made  was  as  follows  : — Richard  Carter,  the 

iicS"inihere°  f^^*'^"' ^^  ^^^  pauper,  stated  that  the  pauper  was  born  in 

spondentpa-  Latchford  in  18 16.     Peter  Carter,  the  pauper,  said,  "on 

dunng°ihe^a"  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  February,  1835,  being  then  upwards  of  eighteen 

prenticeship  years  of  age,  I  bound  myself,  with  the  consent  and  appro- 

sometimes  in  balion  of  Richard  Carter,  my  father,  to  John  Gregory ,  of 

the  respondent  ^h^  township  of  Warrington,  cordwainer,  for  and  until  the 
and  sometimes  >.    , 

intheappeU  full  end  and  term  of  five  years,  under  a  legally  stamped 
laot  pansh. 

The  grounds  (a)  Decided  in  Mich.  T.  1844  (Nov.  20). 

of  appeal 

alleged  that  the  order  wns  bad  on  its  face,  and  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the  re- 
spondent <*  parish,  by  having  been  apprenticed  as  in  the  said  examination  stated,"  and 
by  having  served  and  resided,  &c.  in  the  respondent  parish. 

Heldf  1.  That  the  statement  in  the  examination,  as  to  the  apprenticeship,  did  not 
necessarily  shew  a  merger  uf  the  birth  settlement  so  as  to  preclude  the  respondents,  oo 
the  trial  of  the  appeal,  from  going  into  evidence  of  the  birth  settlement  and  relying  on 
that  only,  for  the  removing  justices  might  have  disbelieved  the  evidence  with  respeci  to 
the  settlement  by  apprenticeship. 

2.  That  the  appellants,  who  endeavoured  to  prove  a  settlement  by  apprenticeship  in 
the  respondent  parish,  in  answer  to  the  birth  settlement,  were  bound  to  prove  the  inden- 
ture of  apprenticeship,  as  a  necessary  part  of  their  own  case,  and  that  this  was  not 
odmitted  by  the  retpondetUs  merely  because  stated  in  the  examinations  and  not  tra- 
versed in  the  grounds  of  appeal. 

3.  The  form  ofthe  iudgmeiit  of  this  Court,  on  a  case  sent  from  sessions,  is  simply  to 
make  absolute  or  discharge  the  rule  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions;  but,  if  the  rale 
is  discharged,  the  effect  of  the  j^.dgmenl  is  to  confirm  the  order  of  sessions,  and  to  fin 
the  costs  on  the  party  bringing  up  the  case,  under  stat.  6  Geo,  S,  c.  19,  s.  3. 
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iodeoture,  which  said  indenture  was  duly  signed  by  myself,  1843. 
oiy  said  father  and  my  master,  in  the  presence  of  each 
other,  and  in  the  presence  of  Joseph  Worrall,  of  Warring- 
ton, who  witnessed  the  same.  The  indenture  now  produced  ^^^!^^^^l^^ 
is  the  one  under  which  I  was  bound  an  apprentice.  I  served 
oij  said  master  under  the  said  indenture  from  the  day  of 
the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  on  and  until  the  evening  of 
Saturday,  the  23d  of  December,  1837,  when  I  left  my  said 
master's  house,  about  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the 
said  23d  of  December.  During  the  time  I  served  my  said 
master,  under  the  said  indenture  aforesaid,  I  resided  and 
slept  at  the  house  of  my  said  father,  in  the  township  of 
Latchford,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  in  the  summer  months, 
and  on  the  Saturday  and  Sunday  evenings  of  the  winter 
months,  and  during  the  remainder  of  the  winter  months, 
for  five  nights  in  each  week,  I  resided  and  slept  in  the 
township  of  Warrington,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster.  I  re- 
sided and  slept  in  the  township  of  Latchford,  in  the  county 
of  Chester,  for  more  than  forty  days,  during  which  time 
I  served  my  said  master  under  the  indenture  aforesaid,  and 
I  resided  and  slept  in  the  township  of  Warrington  for  more 
than  forty  days,  during  which  time  I  served  my  said  master 
uider  the  indenture  aforesaid.  After  I  had  served  my 
said  master  under  the  said  indenture,  on  the  23d  of  De- 
cember, 1837,  I  went  and  slept  at  the  house  of  my  said 
hther,  in  the  township  of  Latchford  aforesaid,  on  the  even- 
ing of  the  said  23d  of  December,  and  I  continued  to  live 
and  sleep  at  the  house  of  my  said  father  for  upwards  of  two 
years  after  the  said  23d  of  December,  until  I  married,  &c. 
about  three  years  ago.  I  was  twenty-one  years  of  age  on 
the  evening  of  the  24th  day  of  December,  1837,  and  I 
sever  served  my  said  master  under  the  indenture  aforesaid 
after  the  23d  day  of  December,  1837,  &c." 

The  indenture  of  apprenticeship  referred  to  in  the  eza- 
ffiinatioo  was  proved  before  the  justices,  and  a  copy  thereof 
lent  to  the  appellants  with  the  examinations. 

The  foUowiug  were  the  material  grounds  of  appeal :~ 
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1843.         execution  of  the  indeuture,  which  was  stated  in  the  exami- 
J^^^'^'^       nations,  and  as  to  which  no  issue  was  taken  in  the  grounds 
«.  of  appeal.    The  object  of  the  recent  decisions  in  this  Court 

Inhabitants  of  [,35  jj^^p  j^  bring  tlie  litigating  parishes  to  a  precise  issue, 
so  that  they  may  always  be  prepared  for  the  real  questioo 
to  be  tried.  The  indenture  is  not  traversed  in  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  and  is  therefore  admitted.  [^Coleridge  J.  How 
can  you  narrow  your  proof  by  your  own  grounds  of  ap* 
peal  ?  Suppose  the  appellants  had  said  in  their  grounds, 
"  We  deny  the  birth  settlement  on  which  you,  the  respond- 
ents, rely,  but  we  admit  the  apprenticeship  settlement, 
which  is  in  our  favour."]  In  Reg.  v.  St.JohtCsy  Margateifl)^ 
the  grounds  of  appeal  objected,  to  a  settlement  by  appren- 
ticeship, that  the  premium  had  been  paid  by  the  parish 
officers,  and  that  the  statutory  requisitions  in  such  a  case 
had  not  been  complied  with,  and  it  was  held  that  the  exe- 
cution of  the  indenture  was  admitted.  Lord  Denman  C.J. 
observed  In  his  judgment  in  that  case,  ''  Where  particular 
facts  are  specified  and  disputed,  all  other  facts  alleged  ia 
the  examination  are  admitted."  It  must  be  remembered 
also  that  the  appellants  would  have  to  pay  the  costs  occa- 
sioned by  any  unnecessary  traverse-  Suppose  the  grounds 
of  appeal  had  in  terms  proceeded  thus,  ^  The  appellants 
admit  the  pauper  was  bound  apprentice  as  alleged  in  the 
examinations,  but  the  pauper  during  the  term  resided  out  of 
the  appellant  parish,  so  that  there  is  no  settlement  there  by 
apprenticeship."  That  would  be  a  good  ground  of  appeal, 
and  would  narrow  the  issue,  so  as  to  dispense  with  proof 
of  the  indenture;  if  not,  the  appellants  must  always  traverse 
everything.  [Cokridge  J.  The  respondents  must  send  all 
the  examinations,  whether  they  rely  upon  them  or  not,  and 
they  have  no  replication  to  the  grounds  of  appeal.]  The 
examinations  are  the  grounds  on  which  the  respondents 
rely,  and  they  are  as  much  bound  by  them  as  a  party  is  by 
the  contents  of  an  affidavit  which   he  uses:    Briekell  ▼. 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  352 ;  5.  C.  4  P.  &  D.  653. 
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Hidm{a).    Slatterie  v.  Fooley(b)  was  recognised  in  Ham- 

ttrdv.SmiihCe).  _    ^ 

The  QuBEM 

V. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.— I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  the  ^«}»>**»"*n^»  ©^ 
ant  point.  The  respondents  were  certainly  entitled  to  go 
iito  proof  of  their  case.  If  any  settlement  is  stated  they 
Day  prove  it  The  examinations  may  state  several  settle- 
meats.  We  cannot  tell  which  the  removing  justices  be- 
iiered  and  acted  on ;  the  respondents  may  prove  any  one 
of  the  settlements. 

With  regard  to  the  point  made  as  to  the  admission^  I 
Dttst  own  that  1  am  not  quite  satisfied  with  what  has  been 
Amcy  for  I  think  the  appellants  may  have  been  led  to  sup- 
pose that  the  only  question  on  the  apprenticeship  would 
bets  to  the  residence.  I  should  have  liked  the  case  much 
ktter  if  the  appellants  had  been  told  that  the  respondents 
ti  not  mean  to  admit  the  indenture.  Still  I  cannot  say 
tk  respondents  were  bound  to  give  such  a  notice.  If  the 
ititemeats  in  the  examinations  and  grounds  of  appeal  had 
been  made  in  conversation  between  the  attomies  for  the 
cootending  parishes,  there  might  have  been  good  ground 
for  poatpofiing  the  trial  to  prevent  surprise.  But  as  the 
act  requires  merely  that  the  examinations  and  grounds  of 
appeal  should  be  sent  on  either  side,  I  think  it  is  sufficient 
for  the  respondents  to  prove  any  settlement  that  appears  in 
iheir  examinations,  and  that,  if  the  appellants  rely  on  any 
other  settlement,  they  make  it  their  own  case,  and  must 
prove  it  in  the  ordinary  way. 

Williams  Jit— I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion  as  to  the 
first  point. 

As  to  the  second  point,  I  think  it  a  perversion  of  terms 
to  cnll  the  examinations  an  admission  by  the  respondents. 
Tbcy  bave  no  resemblance  to  an  admission.  This  Court 
requires  that  all  the  examinations  should  be  sent.     The 

(fl)  T  A.  &  E.  454 ;  S.  C.  3  N.  &  P.  426. 

(6)  6  M.  Sc  W.  664.  (r)  3  M.  &  O.  «54. 
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1843.         respondents  may  have  taken  the  pauper  before  the  justices 

J^'^'^f^^      in  order  that  he  might  prove  the  birth  settlement  and  no- 
The  Queen      ,  .  ....  ^  ...  .  i_         i 

V.  thmg  more,  and  all  the  rest  of  his  evidence  may  nave  been 

Inhabitants  of  extracted  from  him  by  the  justices.  If  the  respondents  are 
not  only  to  send,  but  also  to  be  bound  by  all  the  examina- 
tions, the  statements  of  a  witness  over  whom  a  party  has  no 
control  would  be  assimilated  to  a  statement  by  himself. 
If  the  appellants  meant  to  rely  on  the  settlement  by  appren- 
ticeship, they  should  have  been  prepared  to  prove  ibeir 
case.  The  respondents  certainly  have  not  admitted  any 
part  of  the  case  set  up  against  them.  Even  if  the  exami- 
nation is  to  be  taken  as  their  language,  it  means  no  mote 
than  this,  '*  We  will  give  evidence  of  a  birth  settlement, 
and,  if  we  fail  in  that  settlement,  we  will  try  another." 

Coleridge  J. — The  first  question  is,  whether  the  re* 
spondents  were  entitled  to  go  into  their  case  of  a  birth  set- 
tlement. The  examinations  contain  good  evidence  of  a  birtk 
settlement.  The  answer  therefore  to  the  first  question  would 
be  simple,  if  the  examinations  stopped  there.  But  it  is 
said  that  they  go  on  to  disclose  a  settlement  by  apprentice- 
ship, and  so  to  extinguish  the  birth  settlement.  But  the 
justices  have  removed  upon  the  birth  settlement.  Are  the 
respondents  then  to  be  precluded  from  supporting  the  veiy 
settlement  on  which  the  justices  have  removed?  The  in- 
denture might  not  have  been  properly  stamped,  or  there 
might  have  been  some  informality  with  respect  to  the  pre- 
mium. I  think,  therefore,  the  respondents  were  properly 
allowed  to  go  into  their  case  of  birth  settlement. 

As  to  the  second  point  I  have  no  doubt  whatever.  I  am 
desirous  that  the  statute,  which  requires  the  examinations 
and  grounds  of  appeal  to  be  communicated  on  either  side, 
should  be  carried  out  with  the  utmost  good  faith :  but  we 
should  not  go  beyond  this.  The  respondents  must  send 
all  their  examinations,  whether  they  make  for  or  against 
them,  but  by  doing  so  they  do  not  admit  any  thing.  The 
appellants  by  their  grounds  of  appeal  may,  as  against  them* 
selves,  admit  any  part  of  the  examinations,  and,  by  doing 
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80,  caonot  compel  the  renpondento  to  admit,  and  say  *'  you         i84d. 

shall  dispute  nothing  which  we  have  not  disputed."     If  the 

appellants  could  force  their  own  admission  on  the  respond- 

eots,  the  appellants  would  in  a  case  like  the  present,  if  they  Inhabitants  of 

knew  there  was  something  wrong  about  the  indenture,  merely 

kife  to  take  issue  on  the  residence  only  in  order  to  get  out 

t)f  pro? ing  what  they  knew  they  could  not  prove. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  ques- 
tioB  whether  there  is  enough  on  the  face  of  the  examina- 
tioDs  to  let  the  respondents  into  proof  of  their  case  is  too 
dear  for  argument.    But  it  is  said  the  examinations  contain 
the  statement  of  another  settlement,  which  is  destructive 
of  the  birth  settlement,  and  that  by  sending  such  a  state- 
oentthe  appellants  have  admitted  its  truth.    But  this  state- 
ment is  no  averment  of  the  respondents.     They  may  have 
relied  on  the  birth  settlement  exclusively,  and  the  pauper 
may  have  gone  on  to  give  evidence  of  that  which  they  them- 
selves cared  nothing  about.    It  is  too  much  to  say,  because 
the  respondents  send  all  the  examinations,  as  they  are  bound 
lo  do,  that  therefore  they  admit  them  all  to  be  true,  and  are 
estopped  from  contradicting  them. 

Pashley  then  applied  to  the  Court  simply  to  discharge 
the  rule  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions,  and  to  confirm 
the  order  of  sessions,  observing  that  the  first  mentioned  form 
of  judgment  would  leave  each  party  to  pay  his  own  costs. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  statute  5  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  2, 
enacts  that  no  certiorari  shall  be  allowed  to  remove  any 
judgment  of  quarter  sessions,  *'  unless  the  party  or  parties 
prosecuting  such  certiorari,  before  the  allowance  thereof, 
sball  enter  into  a  recognisance,  &c.  with  condition  to  pro- 
secute the  same  at  his  or  their  own  costs  and  charges,  with 
eflFecty  tec,  and  to  pay  the  party  or  parties  in  whose  favour 
and  for  whose  benefit  such  judgment  or  order  was  given  or 
made,  within  one  month  after  the  said  judgment  or  order 
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1843.  Bhall  be  confirmed,  their  full  costs  and  charges,  to  be  taxed 
according  to  the  course  of  the  court  where  such  judgments 
or  orders  shall  be  confirmed/'  All  we  have  to  do  is  to 
^*l*!!?«!l!!f«^  discharge  the  rule  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions.  That 
is  the  form  of  our  judgment,  the  effect  is^  that  the  order  of 
sessions  is  confirmed,  and  the  appellants  who  have  brought 
it  up  have  to  pay  the  costs.  Those  who  bring  up  orderr 
of  sessions  should  bear  in  mind  that  they  do  so  at  the  peril 
of  paying  costs. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  Rose  (a). 

By  Stat.  5  &  i5  /-w  - 

Will.  A,  c  50,  UN   appeal   by  H.  P.  Powi/s  agamst  a  rate  made  m 

▼cvoJonhe*"   November,    1843/  by  the  defendant,  as  surveyor  of  the 

bighways  is       highways  in  the  parish  of  Whitchurch,  in  the  counties  of 

make  a  rate  on  Oxford  and  Berks,  in  which  rate  the  appellant  was  rated 

all  property      (inter  alia)  for  "  woodland  48/*,"  the  sessions  amended  the 

liable  to  be 

rated  to  the      rate  by  striking  out  the  above  item,  subject  to  the  opinion 

relief  of  the      ^f  j|,ig  Court  upon  the  following  case : 

poor,  **  pro-  •^  ® 

Tided  that  the      The  appellant  from  the  year  1838,  up  to  and  at  the  time 

alw^eiuend  to  ^^  ^^^  making  of  the  rate  appealed  against,  was  the  occu- 
Buch  woods,  pier  of  certain  timber  woods  within  the  parish  of  Whit- 
quarries  of       church,  the  same  not  being  saleable  underwood  within  the 

stone,  or  other  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  the  43  £/f2:.,and  being 
hereditaments,  ,.,  *=*,        .  ^,  ^'  ^^ 

as  have  here-    property  which,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  stat  5  &  O 

^fl^l^rated'  ^'''-  "*'  ^'  ^^'  *"^  *'^^  *^  ^^^  ^^"®  ®^  making  of  the  said 
to  the  high-  rate,  was  not  liable  to  be  rated  and  assessed  to  the  relief  of 
held  on  a  ^^^  poor.  From  the  year  1809,  down  to  and  including  the 
Question  as  to  year  in  which  the  said  act  of  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  50,  was 
certain  woods   passed,  the  said  timber  woods  had  not  been  rated  to  the 

in  a  parish  to    highways  of  the  said   parish  of  Whitchurch.     Since  the 

the  highway  .  , 

rate,  that  the    passing  of  that  statute,  the  appellant,  as  surveyor  of  the 

aUrrated"""  highways  under  the  said  last  mentioned  statute,  for  the  year 
meant  '*  usu- 

tf/tpnlillr  (•)  D«ided  >o  Trio.  Term,  1844  (June  5). 

ih. 


that  particular 
porisl 
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IS40,  nted  himself  in  respect  of  the  said  timber  woods^ 
sad  paid  such  rate. 

Timber  woods  of  a  similar  description  to  those  occupied 
by  the  appellant  have  always  been  rated  to  the  repairs  of 
the  highways  in  the  majority  of  the  parishes  in  the  county 
and  neighbourhoody  but  in  some  they  have  not  been  so 
nted  since  the  year  1809* 

It  was  admitted  that,  if  the  appellant  was  rateable  in 
respect  of  the  woods  in  question,  the  amount  of  the  rate 
wu  fur,  and  the  only  question  between  the  appellant  and 
the  respondent  was,  whether  the  appellant  was  rateable  in 
respect  of  such  timber  woods. 

If  the  Coart  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  was 
so  rateable,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  quashed.  If  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  was  not  so 
nteable,  then  the  order  a(  sessions  to  be  confirmed. 

Walaby  appeared  to  support  the  order  of  sessions,  but 
the  Court  called  upon 

Keating  and  Phinn  contri.     The  question  turns  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  27th  and  3Sd  sections  of  the  Highway 
Act,8Ut.  5  8c  6  WitL  4,  c.  50.     The  27th  section  enacts, 
"that  a  rate  shall  be  made,  &c.  by  the  surveyor  upon  all 
property  now  liable  to  be  rated  and  assessed  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor;  provided  that  the  same  rate  shall  also  extend 
to  such  woods,  mines  and  quarries  of  stone,  or  other  here- 
<iitaoienls,  as  have  heretofore  been  usually  rated  to  the  high- 
^js.^    The  SSd  section  enacts,  **  that  when  property,  or 
tke  owner  or  occupier  in  respect  thereof,  has,  previous  to 
tie  passing  of  this  act,  been  legally  exempt  from  the  per- 
fermance  of  statute  duty,  or  from  the  payment  of  any  com- 
position in  lieu  thereof,  or  of  highway  rate,  the  said  pro- 
perty, and  the  owners  and  occupiers  thereof,  shall  be  exempt 
/rom  the  rate  hereby  imposed.''    It  appears  that  the  woods 
io  question  have  been  ''  usually  rated"  to  the  highways  iti 
the  majority  of  the  parishes  in  the  county  and  neighbour- 
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1843.        hood.     If,  therefore,  the  words  "  usually  rated*'  refer  to 
^"^^^^      the  usage  in  the  county  or  neighbourhood,  the  appellant  is 
^,  brought  within  the  27th  section  of  the  Highway  Act;  and 

^^''         he  cannot  bring  himself  within  the  exemption  of  the  33d 
section,  for  by  stat.  13  Geo,  3,  c.  78,  s.  34,  all  occupiers  of 
woods  were  liable  to  the  highway  rate,  and  stat.  34  Geo.  S, 
c.  74,  s.  4,  regulates  their  proportion  of  statute  duty.     The 
woods  in  question  therefore  appear,  on  reference  to  the  last 
mentioned  statutes,  to  have  been  **  usually  rated"  throughout 
the  whole  kingdom,  and  not  merely  throughout  that  par- 
ticular neighbourhood,  if  the  words  '^  usually  rated  "  are  to 
be  read  as  "  rateable,"  which  they  may  well  be.    [Pattesom 
J.  Otherwise  woods  planted  after  the  passing  of  the  act, 
or  newly  imported  trees  might  not  be  rateable.]    So  that  if 
''usually  rated"  refer,  as  it  must  do,  to  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  act,  it  may  happen  that  in  time  no  woods 
will  be  rateable  unless  the  words  apply  to  the  species  of 
wood,   which   would    still    include   trees    not    previously 
planted  in  the  particular  parish.     It  will  be  contended  for 
the  appellant,  that  the  word  *'  usually"  is  to  be  limited  by 
the  usage  of  this  particular  parish.     But  it  seems  very  im« 
probable  that  it  was  intended  to  make  the  law,  which  was 
uniform  throughout  the  whole  kingdom  up  to  the  passing 
of  the  Highway  Act,  thenceforth  vary  according  to  the  par- 
ticular practice  of  individual  parishes,  so  that  wheresoever, 
in  any  particular  parish,  either  from  accident  or  from  the 
circumstance  that  it  has  been  unnecessary  to  enforce  such 
a  contribution,  owners  of  woods  happen  not  to  have  been 
rated  to  the  highways  for  some  years  past,  there  they  are  to 
enjoy  a  legal  exemption  for  ever  afterwards.     The  case 
states  that  these  woods  have  not  been  rated  since  the  year 
1809;  perhaps  this  may  be  explained  by  the  circumstance 
that  Aubrey  v.  Fisher{a),  in  which  a  question  was  raised 
with  respect  to  the  liability  of  young  beech  trees  to  the 
poor  rate,  was  decided  in  that  year ;  and  in  many  parishes 
afterwards  the  highway  rates  were  framed  from  the  poor 
rate. 

(a)  10  East,  446. 
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Walesfy  cootri  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — We  are  called  upon  to  construe 
tlie  27tb  section  of  the  Highway  Act,  and  I  much  fear  that 
ve  cannot  construe  it  satisfactorily.  The  language  of  the 
section  may  appear  to  assume  that  there  were,  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  the  act,  particular  woods  which  were  not 
rated  to  the  highways,  whereas  by  a  former  act  all  woods 
were  rateable.  I  think  we  should  take  the  words  **  usually 
nted^tomean  '' usually  rated"  in  each  particular  parish. 
In  this  sense  it  appears  from  the  case  that  the  woods  in 
question  have  not  been  usually  rated,  and  the  appellant 
dierefore  is  not  liable.  I  do  not  come  to  this  conclusion 
with  any  satisfaction,  but  the  words  of  the  statute  will  bear 
oor  construction,  and  it  is  one  of  no  very  difficult  applica- 
tioQ  in  practice. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Williams  J. — For  the  appellant  it  is  proposed  to  read 
tkcword  "rated"  as  "rateable."  I  think  it  ought  not  to 
k  so  read ;  and,  if  we  read  it  as  actually  rated,  the  usage 
viD  be  best  ascertained  by  reference  to  the  practice  of  the 
{ttticular  parish. 

Coleridge  J. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court, 
diough  not  without  doubt  But  on  the  whole,  as  we  cannot 
vrife  at  a  very  satisfactory  conclusion,  I  think  we  should 
^pt  that  construction  which  is,  at  all  events,  a  literal  con- 
i^ction,  and  the  least  difficult  of  application. 

Order  of  Sessions  con6rmed. 


vol.  I. — D.M. 
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1843. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Leeds. 
(Washton  v.  Leeds  (a).) 

boftbandand     ^^  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal 

wife  are  living  of  Lydia  Morgan  and  her  four  children,  two  of  them  being 

the  husband      above  the  age  of  nurture,  from  the  township  of  Leeds  to 

has  no  settle-    t|,e  township  of  Washton,  both  in  the  county  of  York,  the 
ment,  the  wife  '^  ,  •   •  ir    !_• 

cannot  be  re-    sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opmion  of  this 

SVi  Court  on  the  following  case :- 

ment,  unless         The   examinations,   on  which  the  order  was  founded, 

her  consent  -.i_     r  n       • 

appears  upon    were  the  foilowmg: 

the  examina-        <«  Borough   of  Leeds,   in   the  county  of  York. — The    ■ 
S.  The  6rst  examination  of  John  Morgan,  of  Leeds,  taken  upon  oath,   "^ 

examination,    g^^..  touching  the  place  of  Am  lawful  settlement,  who  saitb    ^ 

«m  which  an  ®  '^ 

order  for  the      as  follows  : —  * 

wiJl^and^IhV  "  '  ^  ^^^^  *  ^^^^'  called  Lydia,  whose  maiden  name  was  " 
drentoher  Lydia  Miller;  I  have  four  children (6),  &c.  &c.;  all  of  ' 
tlement  was      whom  are  unemancipated,  and  never  gained  settlements  for   ^ 

founded,  was    themselves,  &c.;  I  am  now*  living,  residing  and  inhabiting    < 
the  examina- 
tion of  her        with    my    said   wife  and   children,   in,    and  we   are   now    i 

husband.    It    actually  chargeable  to,  the  township  of  Leeds.     I  never    i 

purported  ^y  ,  ®  .  . 

Its  heading  to    gained  a  settlement  in  my  own  right;  my  father  and  mother    * 

have  been  ,,.«,..«,  t 

taken "  touch-  W  I^ecided  in  Tnnity  Term,  1844  (June  3).  ' 

ing  the  place  (6)  Two  of  the  children  were  above  the  age  of  nurture. 

of  hU  lawful 

settlement,''  and  stated  that  no  such  settlement  could  be  ascertained ;  the  succeeding 

examinations  of  other  witnesses  purported,  by  their  respective  headings,  to  have  beea 

taken  "  at  the  time,  place,  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid. 

On  an  objection,  that  an  inquiry,  which  appealed  by  the  heading  of  the  first  ezamiiiar 
tion  to  relate  to  the  husband^s  settlement,  could  not  justify  the  removal  of  such  children 
as  were  above  the  age  of  nurture  to  the  maiden  settlement  of  the  wife: — 

Held,  that  the  heading  sufficiently  shewed  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  as  an  in- 
quiry into  the  husband's  settlement  was  the  foundation  of  the  proceedings,  for,  until  it 
appeared  that  his  settlement  could  not  be  ascertained,  the  wife's  settlement  was  imma- 
terial, and,  when  it  did  so  appear,  the  rest  of  the  inquiry  followed  as  of  course. 

3.  The  examination  of  a  pauper  stated  that  his  parents  had  no  settlement,  and  that  he 
did  not  know  the  place  of  his  birth,  though  he  had  made  search  to  ascertain  it ;  and 
the  examination  of  another  witness  also  stated  that  search  had  been  made  by  him  for  the 
same  purpose,  but  without  effect. 

Held,  1.  That  the  particulars  of  the  search  need  not  be  stated. 

8.  That  the  pauper's  children  above  the  nge  of  nurture  might  be  removed  to  the 
wife's  maiden  settlement,  without  negativing  his  having  been  bom  in  Scotland  or  Ireland, 
&c.  so  as  to  shew  that  they  were  not  removable  to  those  countries  under  stat.  S  ft  4 
Will,  4,  c.  40,  s.  2. 
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vere  called  Jame$  Morgan  and  Ellen  Morgan;  I  never        1849. 

beard  where  they  were  married.     They  neither  of  them    S^^X^"^ 

^  .  ^  The  QuiEV 

e?er  gained  settlements  in  England,  or  had  any  place  of  «. 

•ettlement  in  England  to  my  knowledge  or  belief,  either  ^"'"lST  "^ 
derivative   or  acquired;  I   never  knew  the  place  of  my 
birth,  though  I  have  made  diligent  search  and  enquiry  to 
Moertain  it ;  my  father  died  about  twenty«four  years  ago, 
and  my  mother  about  eight  years ;  I  am  now  aged  thirty- 
two  years.     In  the  month  of  October  last  I  assisted  George 
imtk  in  endeavouring  to  discover  my  place  of  settlement, 
tnd  inquiry  after  the  place  of  settlement,  if  any,  of  my 
&ther  and  mother;  and  we  inquired  of  all  persons  and 
searched  in  all  likely  places  to  find  a  place  of  settlement  for 
Be,  and  I  believe  I  never  had  any.     /  hereby  coment  and 
agree  that  my  said  wife  and  children  shall,  without  me,  be 
removed  to  the  township  of  Washton,  that  being  the  last 
place  of  her  maiden  settlement  at  and  immediately  before 
my  iDtermarriage  with  her  ;  and  I  pray  that  such  removal 
may  be  forthwith  ordered  and  made  according  to  law.' 

**  The  examination  of  Lydia  Morgan,  taken  upon  oath  at 
the  time,  place  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid ;  who  says  as 
follows : — 

''  '  I  am  the  wife  of  the  above-named  John  Morgan  ;  I 
never  gained  a  settlement  for  myself;  1  am  now  aged 
thirty-two  years,  the  lawful  daughter  of  the  undermentioned 
Jokm  Maier: 

**  The  examination  of  John  Miller,  taken  upon  oath,  at 
the  time,  place  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  who  says  : — 

^  '  The  above-named  Lydia  Morgan  is  my  daughter,  and 
was  bore  in  lawful  wedlock.  She  is  my  daughter  by  my 
present  wife/  [Miller  then  went  on  to  state  that  his  own 
settlement,  a  derivative  one,  was  in  Washton.] 

^'  The  examination  of  George  Smith,  oue  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Leeds,  in  the  said  borough, 
taken  upon  oath,  tic.,  touching  the  last  place  of  the  leg^I 
settlement  of  John  Morgan  and  Lydia,  his  wife,  and  their 
children,  who  saith,  as  follows : — 

X  2 
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1843  '' '  '  h^'ve,  together  with  the  said  John  Morgan,  ma 

v.^N/-^-'      diligent  search  and  inquiry  with  the  object  of  discoveri 

The  Queen     ^pj  ascertaining  whether  the  said  John   Morgan  hath  a 

Inhabitants  of  legal  settlement ;  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  discover 

''^        ascertain  that  the  said  John  Morgan  hath,  either  bj  his  o^ 

act,  or  the  act  of  bis  parents  or  their  ancestors,  or  otfa< 

wise,  acquired  any  settlement,  or,  if  any  such  settlemc 

have  been  acquired,  I  verily  believe  it  is  not  known,  a 

cannot  in  any  manner  be  ascertained.' " 

The  following  were  the  grounds  of  appeal  on  which  t 
appellants  relied: — 

1.  That  the  examinations  do  not  shew  that  any  search 
inquiry  has  been  made  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  t 
township  of  Leeds,  or  by  any  of  them,  or  by  any  person 
persons  on  their  behalf,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  whs 
ever,  to  ascertain  whether  the  said  John  Morgan  is  a  pers< 
born  in  Scotland^  or  Ireland,  or  in  the  Isle  of  Man, 
Scilly,  or  in  either  of  the  Isles  of  Jersey  or  Guernsey.** 

2.  *'  That  the  examinations  do  not  shew  in  what  placi 
or  in  what  manner  John  Morgan  and  George  Smi 
searched  for  a  place  of  settlement  in  England  of  Jol 
Morgan,  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  searched  in  thoi 
places  in  England  in  which  John  Morgan  and  his  paren 
had  resided,  or  that  they  or  either  of  them  made  a  propi 
or  sufficient  search.*' 

3.  *'  That,  although  the  examinations  shew  that  Lydi 
Morgan  and  her  said  children  were  living  with  her  sai 
husband  in  the  township  of  Leeds  at  the  time  when  th 
examinations  were  taken,  yet  it  does  not  appear  on  tb 
examinations  that  the  pauper  Lydia  Morgan  consented  t 
be  removed  to  the  township  of  Washtoii,  or  consented  t 
be  removed  at  all  without  her  husband.*' 

4.  "  That  the  examinations  are  informal,  insufficient  an 
bad  in  respect  of  other  matters  besides  those  to  which  th 
preceding  grounds  of  appeal  relate  ;  and  that  the  examim 
tions  do  not  shew  a  good  and  sufficient  cause  for  th 
removal  of  the  paupers  from  the  township  of  Leeds  to  th 
township  of  Washton." 
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5.  "That  the  examinations,  whereon  the  order  of  removal 
was  made,  were  not  duly  taken  by  the  two  justices  by  whom    j^^^  Qi^em 
ike  order  of  removal  was  made."  y- 

When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  the  appellants  Leeds. 
insisted  that  the  examinations  were  insufficient  to  warrant 
the  order,  on  the  third  ground  of  appeal  above  stated ;  they 
ilso  claimed  a  right  to  insist,  under  the  fourth  and  fifth 
grounds,  that  the  order  ought  to  be  quashed,  inasmuch  as 
it  appeared,  on  looking  at  the  examinations,  including  the 
headings  thereof,  that  the  examinations  of  John  Morgan, 
l^dia  Morgan y  and  John  Miller ^  were  not  taken  in  the 
matter  to  which  the  order  relates,  and  that  the  remaining 
laminations  were  insufficient  to  support  the  said  order. 

On  the  objections  taken  under  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth 

grounds  of  appeal,  the  Recorder  quashed  the  order,  subject 

'o  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench. 

The  appellants  also  insisted  that  the  examinations  were 

^Osufficient  to  warrant  the  order,  on  the  first  and  second 

Sounds  above  stated.    The  Recorder  expressed  an  opinion 

^^inst  these  objections,  but  gave  leave  to  the  appellants 

^  include  those  other  grounds  in  the  case. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion 
liat  all  the  objections  so  taken  by  the  appellants  ought  to 
^ave  been  overruled,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be 
quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal  to  be  affirmed.  If  the 
i^Z^art  shall  think  the  objections,  or  any  of  them,  fatal  to 
iHie  order  of  removal,  then  the  order  of  removal  to  stand 
^oashed,  and  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  affirmed. 

fi/iss  and  Slapleton  in   support  of  the   order  of  ses- 
sions (<7). 

R,  Hall  and  Pashley  contr^. 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patlesonf  Williams  and  Wightmun  Js., 
i      i»  Easter  Term,  1844  (April  20). 
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and  husband  to  the  defendant,  and  also  the  capital  sum  c 
2000/.,  in  the  event  of  the  general  power  of  appointmen 
arising  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  issue,  and  the  bankrup 
also  assigned  his  contingent  interest  in  the  dividends,  as 
security  for  the  said  loan.  By  the  same  deed  the  bankru|] 
also  assigned  his  policy  of  insurance,  and  his  sister  assignee 
the  above  mentioned  cottage  as  a  security  for  the  said  sui 
of  700/.  Proviso  for  re-assignment,  on  the  bankrupt  re 
paying  the  700/.  on  the  12th  December  then  next,  an 
covenant  by  the  bankrupt  to  pay  on  that  day. 

A  fiat  had  been  issued  against  the  bankrupt  on  A 
25 th  August,  1841,  upon  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committe 
on  the  18th  of  the  same  month.  On  the  same  day  on  whic 
the  fiat  issued,  the  bankrupt  went  to  the  defendant  and  n 
paid  the  defendant  the  loan  of  700/.,  with  a  further  sum  < 
17/*  for  interest.  The  defendant  was  at  first  unwilling  t 
receive  the  payment,  on  account  of  his  not  having  any  read 
investment  for  the  money.  The  above  sum  of  717/*  wi 
claimed  back  by  the  assignees,  as  having  been  paid  to  th 
defendant  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference.  It  was  coi 
tended  for  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no  fraudulent  pn 
ference  in  the  case,  as  the  bankrupt  did  not  intend  to  preA 
or  benefit  the  defendant  by  the  payment,  but  to  benei 
himself  and  his  family,  by  redeeming  the  trust  fund.  Tli 
learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  payment  was 
fraudulent  preference.  The  fiat  put  in  evidence  was  prove 
to  have  been  signed  by  Master  Wingfield.  It  was  objecte 
that  this  document  was  inadmissible,  because  it  had  m 
also  been  proved  that  the  Master  had  authority  from  th 
Lord  Chancellor  to  issue  the  fiat,  under  stat.  1  8&  2  WilL- 
c.  56,  s.  12,  which  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  tfa 
Lord  Chancellor,  **  and  each  of  the  Masters  of  the  Coui 
of  Chancery,  acting  under  any  appointment  by  the  Loi 
Chancellor,  to  be  given  for  that  purpose,  &c.,  to  issue  h 
fiat  under  his  hand."  It  was  proved  that  Master  Wiifg 
field  had  frequently  signed  other  fiats.  The  learned  jud| 
overruled  the  objection.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
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inile  nisi  having  beeo  obtained  in  the  following  term         1843. 
'^t' a  flew  trial  on  the  above  objections, 


Martin  and  Atherton  shewed  cause  {a).     The  proof  that 

aster  Wingfield  had  frequently  signed  fiats  was  sufficient 

"^^dence  that  he  had  been  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose. 

fen  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  before  a  surrogate  in 

bie  Ecclesiastical  Court,  the  fact  of  the  person  who  admi- 

i-3stercd  the  oaths  having  acted  as  surrogate  is  sufficient 

"^idence  of  his  appointment  and  his  authority  to  administer 

oath :  Rex  v.  Verebt  (6).     They  referred  also  to  stat. 

ft  3  Will.  4,  c.  1 14,  s.  9. 

2.  The  payment  was  a  fraudulent  preference,  although 
1  was  not  intended  to  benefit  the  defendant.  The  validity 
rf  the  payment  depends  upon  the  mind  of  the  payer.  In 
W/ V.  Taylor (c),  a  bankrupt  gave  information  through  a 
person  to  the  defendant  his  creditor,  which  induced 
creditor  to  issue  execution,  and  it  was  held  that  the  ex- 
odonj^  though  bon&  fide  as  far  as  the  creditor  was  con- 
med,  was  notwithstanding  invalid  as  a  fraudulent  pre- 
^^^"^erence.  In  Turquand  v.  Fanderplank  {d),  Alderson  B. 
^^^iisenred,  that  the  case  of  a  payment  by  way  of  fraudulent 
Ference  is  left  to  be  dealt  with  under  stat.  6  Geo.  4, 
16,  s.  1 16,  and  that  it  is  not  affected  by  stat.  2  &  3  Vict. 
99.  Wherever  therefore  a  payment  is  made  voluntarily 
id  in  coDtemplation  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  a  fraudulent  pre- 
Tbe  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law  is,  that  the  dis- 
i^dnbotion  of  the  estate  of  an  insolvent  trader  should  be 
^entrusted  to  certain  accredited  functionaries,  and  it  may  be 
^c=Mi  Ais  principle  that  the  assignment  of  a  trader's  effects 
^^<>r  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors  is  made  an  act  of  bank- 
v-aptcj,  though  of  course  in  such  case  there  is  no  preference 
^af  any  particular  creditor.  It  may  be  said  that  the  trans- 
was  a  mere  redemption  of  a  pledge ;  but  the  pledge, 


(i)  In  Trio.  Vac.  Utt  (Jane  96),  {b)  3  Camp.  432. 

^xfcraLordDeiMMiiC.J.,  PaUcum  (r)  7  M.  &  W.  353. 

«id  WiUmm  Jt.  (d)  10  M.  &  W.  180. 

VOU  1. — D.  M.  Y 
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it  must  be  remembered,  was  not  of  the  bankrupt's  owi 
property »  so  that  the  assignees  have  not  the  mortgaged  pro 
perty  in  lieu  of  the  money  paid.  No  point  was  made  a 
the  trial  with  respect  to  the  bankrupt's  interest  in  the  trus 
fund  and  his  life  policy  being  also  the  subject-matter  of  th 
pledge. 

Knowles  and  Crompton  contri.  It  is  not  disputed  tba 
the  fiat  was  proved  to  have  been  signed  by  a  Master  ii 
Chancery,  and  Rex  v.  Vereht  (a)  is  an  authority  merely  t 
shew  that  the  acting  as  such  Master  is  evidence  of  beio 
so*  But  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  public  officer,  acting  i 
his  well  known  and  ordinary  character,  but  acting  under 
special  and  occasional  authority.  There  is  no  such  publi 
oflScer  as  a  Master  acting  as  Lord  Chancellor. 

2.  If  this  was  a  fraudulent  preference,  no  mortgagee  < 
pawnee,  however  bon&  fide  his  conduct,  will  ever  be  sal 
in  accepting  repayment  of  a  loan.  The  defendant  wi 
obliged,  on  tender  of  the  money,  to  give  up  the  deeds,  am 
if  he  had  refused,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  have  con 
pelled  him  to  do  so.  To  constitute  a  fraudulent  preferenc 
there  must  be  an  intention  to  benefit  the  particular  credito 
and  this  is  assumed  in  Harman  v.  Fishar  (6).  In  this  ca: 
the  defendant  got  no  benefit  from  the  payment,  for  he  ga' 
up  his  lien  upon  property  which  afforded  ample  secnri 
for  the  loan.  The  very  case  of  a  creditor  having  a  lieo  • 
the  title  deeds  of  a  bankrupt,  which  he  refuses  to  deliv 
up  except  on  payment  of  his  debt,  is  put,  in  Mavar 
Croome(c\  as  a  case  in  which  the  payment  has  always  bcE 
esteemed  valid  as  against  any  claim  on  the  part  of  r 
assignees.  In  Thompson  v.  Beatson  {d),  defendants,  vm 
had  a  lien  on  C.'s  ship,  received  from  C,  then  lying 
prison,  the  balance  due  to  them  on  account  of  disbur" 
ments  made  on  the  ship,  and  they  then  delivered  the  shiji 
papers  to  C     C.  became  a  bankrupt  a  fortnight  after  t 

(a)  3  Camp.  439.  (c)  1  Biog.  963. 

ih)  Cowp.  117.  (d)  1  Bing.  145. 
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pajnienU    The  Court  held  the  payment  good,  and  said        i84S. 
that  die  assignees  could  not  divest  the  defendants  of  the      ^^v'^^ 
UKmej,  which  they  might  have  secured  to  themselves  by  «. 

retatoing  the  ship  in  their  possession.     Belcher  v.  Jones  {a)       Lambe. 
41x1  Abboit  ▼.  PomfreKjb),  shew  that  the  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence must  move  directly  by  way  of  benefit  to  the  creditor 
fsreferred.     In  the  former  case,  the  partner  of  a  banking 
Crm  about  to  stop  payment  gave  information  of  the  fact, 
^^  order  that  his  father-in-law  might  draw  his  balance  out 
^3f  the  bank,  but  desired  that  information  might  not  be  given 
%o  a  Mr.  Dories,  who  was  a  shareholder  in  the  Phoenix 
^Dsoraoce  Company,  which   also  banked  with   the  firm. 
"*JTie  information,  however,  did  reach  two  directors  of  the 
^hcMiix  Company,  and  the  company's  balance  was  drawn 
«9at  in  consequence.    It  was  held  that  there  was  no  fraud  u* 
Meat  preference  of  the  insurance  company,  as  it  was  not 
The  intention  that  the  information  given  should  be  of  use  to 
ihat  company.     So  in  Abboti  ▼.  Pomfret  (6),  Tindal  C.  J. 
^)bieiTed  in  his  judgment,  **  This  is  the  first  time  we  have 
heard  of  a  fraudulent  preference  of  one,  accompanied  by 
payment  to  another.     A  fraudulent  preference  in  general 
proceeds  from  motives  arising  from  consanguinity  or  friend- 
ship, or  other  reasons  inducing  a  payment  to  a  particular 
creditor,  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  general  body  of 
dnmants.     But  it  is  contended  here  that,  if  the  preference 
be  for  A.f  and  the  money  finds  it  way  to  the  hands  of  £., 
die  assignees  may  sue  B.    That  would  be  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  fraudulent  preference  to  an  alarming  extent.'' 
So  here,  the  preference  being  to  the  bankrupt's  wife  and 
hmily,  it  is  contended  that  the  assignees  may  sue  the  de- 
feadant,  to  whom  the  bankrupt  intended  no  preference. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows : — ^The  plaintiffs  were  assignees  of  a  bank- 

(•)  3  M.  &  W.  Wa  (6)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  46«. 

y2 


Mak;»hall 
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1843.  rupt,  who  had  borrowed  700/.  from  defendant,  on  a 
gage  of  bis  wife's  estate^  and  also  his  sister's,  and  a  ( 
of  insurance  belonging  to  the  bankrupt^  and  covenant 
repay  the  money  with  interest  at  a  day  long  past.  ^ 
he  was  in  desperate  circumstances,  and  in  contempt 
of  bankruptcy,  and  after  he  had  committed  an  act  of  I 
ruptcy,  he  took  the  money  to  defendant,  who  at  first  dec 
to  receive  it,  but,  on  being  paid  the  then  accruing  half  ] 
interest,  accepted  the  money,  and  gave  the  bankrupt  tb< 
deeds  and  the  policy.  The  assignees  sought  to  re 
this  money,  as  paid  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  anc 
protected  by  the  statutes  6  Geo.  4,  c.  \6,  s.  82,  and  ^ 
Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1,  because  it  was  a  payment  by  way  of 
dulent  preference;  the  learned  judge  thought  them  en 
to  a  verdict;  and  the  propriety  of  his  decision  has 
argued  before  us. 

Plaintiffs'  counsel  contended  that  all  which  is  req 
to  constitute  a  fraudulent  preference  is  found  in  the8< 
cumstances : — the  undisputed  contemplation  of  appr< 
ing  bankruptcy,  the  subtraction  of  his  money  from  the 
to  be  distributed  among  his  creditors,  the  voluntary  8 
tion  of  one  of  these  creditors,  without  pressure  or  a 
cation  on  his  part.  And  though  the  object  was  adna 
to  be  a  direct  benefit  to  bankrupt,  his  wife  and  sister 
the  creditor  was  in  nowise  benefited,  as  he  gave  uj[ 
deeds  on  receiving  the  money,  yet  he  was  the  party 
ferred  at  the  expense  of  the  estate,  and  the  ulterior  o 
can  make  no  difference  in  the  application  of  the  law* 

On  the  other  hand,  the  language  of  the  exceptions  ii 
Bankrupt  Acts  was  said  to  confine  their  operation  to  < 
where  a  personal  benefit  to  the  preferred  creditor  i 
tended.  Reliance  was  placed  on  some  expressions  o( . 
Abifiger  C.  B.,  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Turq 
V,  Vanderplank  {a). 

We  cannot  relieve  ourselves  from  a  sense  of  the  ] 
difficulty  that  surrounds  this  question,  but  upon  consi^ 

(fl)  10  M.  &  W.  160. 
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tioD,  we  adhere  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  learned  i843. 
judge  on  the  trial.  If  the  property  in  mortgage  had  be- 
longed to  the  bankrupt,  the  payment  by  him  would  not 
bave  been  a  fraudulent  preference,  because  the  assignees 
would  have  had  the  mortgaged  property,  and  it  is  indiffer- 
ent to  them  whether  they  have  the  property  free  from  the 
mortgage  (supposing  it  to  exceed  in  value  the  amount  of 
the  mortgage),  or  the  property  subject  to  the  mortgage 
and  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  money  in  cash ;  but  here 
the  property,  except  the  policy,  belonged  to  others.  Yet 
the  defendant  was  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  because  the 
money  was  lent  to  him,  and  he  covenanted  to  repay  it, 
the  payment  therefore  was  emphatically  a  payment  of  the 
bankrupt's  debt,  in  order  to  release  the  property  of  his 
friends,  which  they  had  mortgaged  for  his  benefit;  the  de- 
fendant therefore  did  receive  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound 
out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  to  tlie  prejudice  of  other  cre- 
ditors, although  it  was  no  benefit  to  him,  for  he  would  have 
been  as  well  off  if  he  had  kept  the  mortgage  deeds. 

Suppose   the  bankrupt  had  borrowed  money  from  the 
defendant  on  the  joint  and  several  note  of  himself  and  a 
perfectly  sufficient  and  solvent  surety,  and  had  voluntarily 
and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  paid  off  the  note  in 
order  to  relieve  the  surety,  the  defendant  (the  lender)  would 
derive  no  benefit,  for  the  solvent  surety  would  be  as  good 
to  him  as  money,  yet  would  not  this  be  a  fraudulent  pre- 
ference?    In  that  as  in  the  present  case,  it  seems  to  us 
that  the  creditor  (quoad  the  bankrupt's  estate)  is  preferred; 
lie  receives  out  of  that  estate  tvi'enty  shillings  in  the  pound, 
whereas  the   other  creditors  do  not,  and  he  is  preferred 
fraudulently  quoad  the  bankrupt*s  intention.     And  though 
the  motive  for  giving  that  preference  was  ultimate  advan- 
tage to  himself  and  his  own  family,  and  not  to  the  creditor. 
We  think  the  preference  fraudulent  and  the  payment  void. 

There  was  another  objection,  which  I  rather  think  we 
disposed  of  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  namely,  that  the 
Master  who  signed  tlie  fiat  was  not  shewn  to  have  the  Lord 
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1843,         Poole  V.  Hobbs{a)  wrong,  nor  did  1  mean  to  recede  from  it 
^^''^^^      in  Knight  v.  Hasti/{b). 

V, 

PoppLETON.        WiGHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  SDowl.P.C.  8iS. 


(6)  12  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  «93. 


Wednadty, 
November  Sth. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  Township  of 
Adderbury  East. 


Upon  an  in- 
dictment 
charging  a 
township  with 
a  prescriptive 


Indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  bridge.     The  first 

count  stated,  that  on  the  22d  of  December,   1841,  there 

was,  and  from  time  to  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is 

liability  to  re-  not  to  the  contrary  there  hath  been,  and  continually  hitherto 

the  declara-  '    there  hath  been,  and  still  is,  a  certain  common  and  public 

tions  of  an  in-  bridge  over  the   river  Cherwell,  commonly  called  "  Nell 
habitant  are  °  ,    ,    •        •  •  i  •   ■ 

admissible        Bridge,     lymg  and  bemg  m  a  certam  common  highway, 

townshi^^^lbr  ^^'  ^^^  ®'^  ^^^  '^^^^  subjects,  &c.  on  foot,  and  with  their 

be  is  a  party  coaches,  horses,  carts  and  carriages,  upon  and  over  the  said 

whetheTrated  bridge  to  go,  return,  pass   and  repass,  ride  and  labour,  at 

or  not,  and  their  free  will  and  pleasure  ;  and  that  one  part  of  the  said 

cannot  be 

compelled  to  bridge  lies  and  is  situate  in  the  township  of  Adderbury 
East,  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  and  the  other  part  of  the 
said  bridge  lies  and  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  Aynho,  in 
the  county  of  Northampton,  and  that  the  said  part  of  the 
whereof,  &c.  said  bridge  which  lies  and  is  situate  in  the  township  of 
beerTand  still  Adderbury  East,  in  the  parish  of  Adderbury  aforesaid,  in  the 
is  an  ancient 

bridge,  that  one  part  of  it  was  in  township  A.  and  the  other  in  parish  B.;  that  the  part 
in  A.  was  out  of  repair,  and  that  A.  was  under  a  prescriptive  liability  to  repair. 

It  appeared  that  the  bridge  consisted  of  four  arches,  part  of  the  principal  arch  and 
the  whole  of  the  other  arches  being  in  A.,  and  that  in  1806  the  principal  arch  had  beeu 
widened  from  9  to  16  feet  at  the  joint  expense  of^.  and  B. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  misdescription  of  the  township's  liability,  as  if  the  prescriptive 
liability  to  repair  the  ancient  bridge  was  well  described,  it  was  no  answer  to  shew  that 
there  was  something  else,  which  defendants  were  not  bound  to  repair. 

And  qtuercj  whether  the  widening  of  the  bridge  was  any  thing  more  than  a  mode  of 
repair,  so  that  the  bridge  was  still  the  same  bridge,  and  the  prescriptive  liability  ex- 
tended over  the  added  part  as  well  as  the  old. 


attend  as  a 
witness. 

An  indict- 
ment stated 
that  from  time 
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coooty  of  Oxford  aforesaid,  on  the  22d  of  December,  1841,        i84S. 

and  cootlnually  from  thence  until,  &c.  was  and  yet  is  broken,      ^^^^T^"^ 

.  .  .  1    The  Queen 

&c«  for  want  of  needful  repair.     That  the  inhabitants  of  v. 

the   township  of  Adderbury  East   aforesaid,   from   time  ^^^^Jj^J^^^ 
whereof,  8u:.  have  repaired  and  amended,  and  have  been        Eait. 
used  and  accustomed  to  repair  and  amend,  and  of  right 
ought  to  have  repaired  and  amended,  and  still  of  right  ought 
to  repair  and  amend  the  said  part  of  the  said  bridge  which 
lies  and  is  situate  in  the  said  township  of  Adderbury  East, 
in  the  parish  of  Adderbury  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Ox- 
ford aforesaid,  when  and  so  often  as  it  hath  been  or  shall 
be  necessary,  &c. 
Second  count,  describing  the  bridge  as  a  horse  bridge. 
Third  count,  describing  the  bridge  as  a  foot  bridge. 
Plea :  not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for 

the  county  of  Warwick,  1842,  it  appeared  that  the  bridge, 

called  Nell  Bridge,  crossed  the  river  Cherwell ;  that  a  part 

of  the  principal  arch  of  the  bridge,  and  under  which  the 

main  stream  of  the  river  passed,  was  situate  in  the  county 

of  Northampton,  and  that  the  other  part  of  the  same  arch, 

and  all  the  rest  of  the  bridge,  viz.  three  other  small  arches, 

was  situate  in  the  township  of  Adderbury  East,  in  the 

county  of  Oxford ;  that  the  Oxfordshire  part  of  the  bridge, 

on  the  day  laid  in  the  indictment,  was  out  of  repair,  and 

that  the  township  of  Adderbury  East  had  its  own  officers, 

distinct  from  any  other  hamlet  or  township,  or  from  the 

parish  of  Adderbury.     It  further  appeared,  that  about  the 

year  1805  or  1806,  the  principal  arch  of  the  bridge,  both 

in  Oxfordshire  and  Northamptonshire,  had  been  widened 

from  nine  to  fifteen  feet,  and  that  part  of  the  expense  of 

widening  it  had  been  paid  by  the  township  of  Adderbury 

East,  and  the  rest  by  the  parish  of  Aynho. 

On  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  evidence  was  received  of 
declarations  made  by  two  persons,  the  one  a  churchwarden, 
the  other  a  surveyor  of  the  highways,  of  Adderbury  East. 
It  was  not  shewn  that  they  were  rated  to  any  rates  of  the 
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1843.        township,  and  the  evidence  was  objected  to  on  this  ground. 
J^X^^       It  was  also  objected  that  the  indictment  charging  a  pre- 
V.  scriptive  liability  in  the   inhabitants  of  the  township  to 

^oBBBUEr  ''^P**'^  *  certain  common  and  public  bridge,  which  bad  ex- 
East.  isted  from  time  immemorial  was  not  supported  by  the 
evidence,  inasmuch  as  a  portion  of  the  bridge,  mentioned 
in  the  indictment,  namely,  six  feet  in  width,  had  been  re- 
cently made,  and  that  for  the  repair  of  this  new  portion  of 
the  bridge  the  defendants  were  not  liable. 

The  learned  judge  declined  to  stop  the  case  upon  this 
objection  to  the  indictment,  but  gave  the  defendants  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict.  The  defendants  were  found 
guilty. 

Hayes,  in  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  accordingly,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  declarations  were  improperly  admitted  in  evidence. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleit  S.  G.,  Adam  Serjt.  and  Humfrey 
now  shewed  cause.  1.  The  declarations  by  the  officers  of 
the  township  were  admissible.  They  were  inhabitant 
householders  and  parties  to  the  record.  Undoubtedly  by 
statute  they  were  competent  witnesses  {a),  but,  as  they  could 
not  be  compelled  to  give  evidence,  their  declarations  were 
admissible.  On  this  point  they  referred  to  Rex  v.  Wo^ 
bum{b),  Rex  v.  Hardmck{c),  Worrall  v.  Jones  (d),  Mayor 
of  London  v.  Long{e).  [Patteson  J.  referred  to  Marsden 
V.  Stansfteld{f).] 

2.  There  was  no  misdescription  of  the  part  of  the  bridge 
which  the  defendants  were  liable  to  repair.  jRex  v.  Devon^g) 
decided  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  are  not  liable  to 
widen  a  bridge,  and  Rex  v.  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  (h), 
that  a  plea  alleging  the  liability  of  a  township  to  repair  a 

(a)  See  stal.  1  Ann,  st.  1,  c.  18,  (f)  7  B.  &  C.  815;  S.  C.  1  M. 
».  13.  &  R.  669. 

(b)  10  East,  395.  (g)4B.&  C.  670;  S.  C.  7  D. 

(c)  llEa8^578.  &  R.  147. 

(d)  7  BiDg.  395.  (A)  2  Ewt,  353,  n. 
(0   1  Campb.  23. 
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carriage  bridge,  is  oot  supported  by  evidence  that  the  town-         id48. 

ship  had  enhirged  to  a  carriage  bridge  a  bridge  which  they    J^^^ 

had  before  been  bound  to  repair  as  a  foot  bridge.     But  v. 

efen  if  a  bridge  be  widened,  the  township  would  be  still  ^^^^^^ 

liable  to  repair  the  old  part;  and  in  the  case  secondly  above        East. 

dted  it  was  expressly  stated  by  BuUerJ.,  that  the  township 

oontiDBed  liable  to  repair  the  bridge  as  a  foot  bridge.    The 

prosecutor  goes  for  the  non-repair  of  the  ancient  bridge,  it 

is  iosmaterial  that  there  is  another  bridge  which  is  not  an- 

denu    The  form  of  the  indictment  will  throw  no  hardship 

00  the  defendants,  by  fixing  on  them  a  liability  which  does 

not  attach  on  them,  for  they  may  shew  on  any  subsequent 

Hidictment  that  the  added  part  of  the  bridge  was  not  ancient. 

It  may  indeed  be  doubted  whether  the  widened  bridge  is 

act  still  the  $ame  bridge  which  the  defendants  have  been 

immemorially  bound  to  repair.    In  another  case  of  Rex  v. 

Devon  (a),  it  appeared  tbaS  there  had  been  a  county  bridge, 

which  was  of  wood,  resting  on  stone  abutments.    The 

wooden  part  of  the  bridge  was  during  a  flood  carried  some 

distance  down  the  stream.    Part  of  the  wooden  materials 

were  afterwards,  together  with  new  materials,  formed  into 

the  opper  part  of  the  bridge,  which  was  wider  than  it  had 

been  before  the  flood.     It  was  held  that  the  bridge  was 

robstantially  the  same  bridge,   and  that  the  county  was 

booiid  to  repair  the  whole. 

Kdfy  and  Hayes  contri.  The  admissibility  of  declara- 
tioos  is  an  exception  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence,  and 
the  onus  is  on  the  prosecutor  to  establish  the  admissibility. 
It  should  have  been  shewn  not  only  that  the  persons,  whose 
dcdanoions  were  admitted,  were  householders  (as  it  may 
be  assunsed  they  were,  from  the  oflSces  held  by  them),  and 
diat  they  were  liable  to  be  rated,  but  also  that  they  were 
actually  rated,  JR^x  v.  Kindford(b),  for  otherwise  they  would 
not  be  liable  for  any  part  of  the  fine  which  might  become 

(«)  5  B.  &  Ad.  383.  (6)  9  £at^  559. 
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1843.        payable  on  conviction.     [Patleson  J.   It  is  not  enough  to^-^ 

rp^^^X^^      shew  that  they  might  have  been  competent  witnesses ;  k 

V.  must  be  shewn  that  they  might  have  been  compelled  t»^ 

^AiTdeL^^^^^      ^ive  evidence.]      Statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  2,  enact»j 

East.        "  that  no  churchwarden,  overseer  or  other  officer,  in  an»«: 

for  any  parish,  township  or  union,  or  any  person  rated  oo 

assessed,  or  liable  to  be  rated  or  assessed  as  aforesaid  (se^, 

sect.  1),  shall  be  disabled  or  prevented  from  giving  evidenoi 

on  any  trial,  appeal  or  other  proceeding,  by  reason  only  <^ 

his  being  a  party  to  such  trial,  &c.,  or  of  his  being  liabF^J 

to  costs  in  respect  thereof,  when  he  shall  be  only  a  nomin:^^ 

party  to  such  trial,  &c.,  and  shall  be  only  liable  to  cont»^. 

bute  to  such  costs  in  common  with  other  the  rate  paye^  ^ 

of  such  parish,  township  or  union." 

2,  The  liability  of  the  defendants  was  not  properly  (E» 
scribed  in  the  indictment.    The  indictment  charges  that  t.^* 
defendants  are  under  a  prescriptive  liability  to  repair  t^- 
whole  of  that  part  of  the  bridge  which  lies  in  their  toiip^j 
ship.     The  evidence  shewed  that  part  of  the  bridge  in  th  mrM, 
township  was  newly  made.     The  defendants  would  not     ,^' 
liable  for  the  part  newly  made,  but  the  county  would       K 
liable :  Rex  v.  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  (a).     Rex  v.  Af^J 
dksex{b)  is  also  an  authority  to  the  same  effect.     Th#M:S 
the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  had  constructed  a  woo(E:^  ^ 
foot  bridge  along  the  outside  of,  and  fixed  to,  the  parage  ^^ 
of  a  carriage  bridge,  which  J.  B.  was  bound  to  repair  . 
tione  tenurse,  and  it  was  held  that  the  foot  bridge  was  ^m 
parcel  of  the  carriage  bridge,  which  he  was  bound  to  reps^  ^. 
and  consequently  that  the  county  was  liable  to  repair  m 
foot  bridge.     [Patteson  J.    The  widening  in  those  cas  ^^ 
altered  the  character  of  the  bridge ;  was  not  the  widenS*  ^ 
in  this  case  rather  by  way  of  repair?]     Where  a  foot  wayw^?' 
added,  it  is  merely  a  widening  of  the  original  carriage  wcrgy. 
but  perhaps  the  question  can  hardly  arise,  for  the  prose<^=^'<'- 
tors  charge  a  liability  by  prescription,  which  cannot  ei^  Jst 

(a)  3  East,  353,  n.  (6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  201. 
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^ith  respect  to  the  new  part  of  the  bridge,  even  if  some         ^943^ 
otierkiod  of  liability  can  be  established  with  respect  to  it.      ^«^v-^^ 
i^mt  be  remembered  also,  that  the  present  record  would    ^^  ^.^^*' 
^  CDocfusive  hereafter  to  establish  a  prescriptive  liability  Inhabitants  of 
^iik  respect  to  all   that  part  of  the  bridge  which  is  in         EiSr?*^ 
^A/erJburj.    It  would  therefore  not  be  open  to  the  defend- 
^^i  oa  a  future  occasion,  to  explain  that  they  were  under 
^  partial  liability  only.     The  bridge  is  an  entire  bridge  to 
^'^eye^  and  is  so  described  in  the  indictment. 

iord  Denman  C,  J.— The  statute  of  Victoria,  which 
^■^  been  referred  to,  as  making  the  parish  officers  compe- 
^^t  witnesses,  does  not  appear  to  render  evidence  of  their 
^^larations  inadmissible.  For  these  officers  were  parties 
^  the  record  as  inhabitants,  without  reference  to  their  being 
"^ted  or  liable  to  be  rated,  and  could  not  be  compelled  to 
sire  evidence  against  themselves. 

With  regard  to  the  second  point,  I  think  there  is  no  mis- 
description of  the  liability  of  the  defendants.     And  I  think 
^he  case  of  the  defendants  is  as  favourably  put  as  it  can  be, 
^^hen  it  is   put  that  they  may  relieve  themselves,  on  any 
future  occasion,  from  the  liability  to  repair  the  modem  part 
of  the  bridge,  by  shewing  that  no  such  liability  was  esta- 
blished under  the  present  indictment,  for  I  think  it  is  doubt- 
ful whether  the  widening  of  the  arch  was  anything  more  than 
^  repair.     If  the  township  is  only  liable  for  the  old  part, 
Uiey  ma;  shew  hereafter  which  is  the  new  part  and  which 
the  old.      But  the  township  is  liable  for  part  of  an  ancient 
bridge,  such  as  is  described  in  this  indictment. 

Pattbson  J. — The  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of 

the  declaration,  does  not  depend  upon  the  parish  officers 

being  either  rated  or  rateable  inhabitants,  but  upon  their 

being  parties  to  the  record.     I  do  not  understand  why  they 

Aould  not  be  parties  to  the  record,  even  if  not  rated.    Rated 

^  what  ?    In  an  indictment  against  inhabitants,  every  inha- 

bitaat  is  a  party,  whether  rated  or  not,  and  a  parish  cannot 
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1843.        relief e  a  party  firom  hie  liability  id  a  case  of  this  sort,  b 
''-^-^^-^      not  putting  him  upon  the  rate.    Assuomg  the  oflkers 
9.  be  competent,  they  could  not  be  compelled  to  be  wii 

lababitants  of  g„j  ^^q  jf  ||,ey  could  be.  I  think  their  declarations 

EAtT.        be  receivable  as  bemg  those  of  parties  to  the  record. 

As  to  the  other  point,  I  will  assume  that  the  to%m8hip  t 
not  liable  to  repair  the  added  part — though  I  think  it  iS 
for  no  case  touches  the  present,  the  widening  being 
a  mode  of  repairing,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  tbcflLl 
point — and  the  question  is,  whether  the  liability  of  tK^ 
township  has  been  misdescribed.  The  indictment  stat^^j 
that  from  time  immemorial  ''  there  hath  been  and  still  i^f 
certain  common  and  public  bridge;**  the  indictment  doo^S 
not  profess  to  describe  the  whole  bridge,  such  as  it  if  ^i 
the  present  day.  It  is  said  that  the  township  is  not  KaV^K 
to  repair  the  new  part  of  the  bridge  because  it  is  not 
of  the  ancient  bridge.  If  the  new  part  is  not  part  of  W 
ancient  bridge,  the  indictment  does  not  include  the  n^: 
part.  The  defendants  appear  to  contend  that  the  '^  anci»i 
bridge"  dots  include  the  new  part,  for  the  purpose  of  sett:^ 
up  a  variance,  and  that  it  does  not,  for  the  purpose  of  thr 
ing  off  their  liability.  The  ancient  bridge  remains  ae 
was,  and  if  the  new  part  does  not  form  part  of  it,  then 
new  part  is  not  described  in  the  indictment. 


Williams  J. — ^The  declarants  were  parties  to  the 
as  inhabitants,  and  a  fine  under  this  conviction  mights 
levied  on  any  inhabitant. 

On  the  other  point,  I  will  merely  say  that  it  has  not  hm 
contended  that  there  is  no  bridge  which  fulfils  the  descs 
tion  in  the  indictment,  but  it  is  said,  ''  true,  there  is  sr 
a  bridge,  but  there  is  also  something  more.**    Where 
addition  alters  the  character  of  a  bridge  the  case  is  di 
ent ;  we  are  simply  on  the  question  whether  that  eif 
which  is  described  in  the  indictment. 

CoLBRiDGB  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the   same  op 
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^  2d  Mctian  of  the  steliita  of  Victoria  clemrly  does  not        184S. 
^^^tad  to  this  case,  for  it  speaks  of  nominal  parties*  to  that    J^^^f^ 
^^^^  wfao  are  substantially  parties  to  a  record  cannot  be  «. 

•fected  by  tbe  provuion.  '£Si««;' 

Tbe    second  question  is*  whether  the  indictment  was        East. 
J'stHred.     Xfae  material  allegation  was,  that  there  was  an 
^<^eot  bridge,  which  the  defendants  were  bound  to  repair. 
It   appeared  that  there  was  an  ancient  bridge  to  which 
something   had  recently  been  done.     Either  the  bridge  is 
atill  the  same  bridge,  and  the  liability  of  the  defendants  will 
iollo^ir  accordingly,  or  the  new  part  is  to  be  severed  from 
tlie  ancient  bridge,  and  then  there  is  the  ancient  bridge  and 
aomethiog  else.     1  grant  that  the  defendants,  if  they  are 
iftOt  liable  to  repair  the  new  part  (though  I  very  much  doubt 
the  exemption  contended  for),  may  have  difficulty  in  shew- 
ing hereafter  that  their  liability  was  not  established  by  this 
record^  bat  the  law  must  not  be  strained  to  obviate  such 
a  difficulty.     The  simple  question  is,  whether  the  liability 
proved  as  charged,  and  I  certainly  think  it  was. 

Rule  discharged. 


ShENTON  v.  James.  Saturday^ 

Nov.  itth. 

Assumpsit  by  payee  against  maker  of  a  promissory  "  On  demand 

I  promise  to 
■We-  pay  to  S.  the 

The  pleadings  are  immaterial.  ?""»  of  50(., 

At  the  trial  before  Williams  J.  at  the  last  Staffordshire  ^on  of  fore- 
Summer  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  note  was  dated  the  ^^^^^^' 
I7th  December,  1842,  and  was  in  the  following  form  :         action  at  law 
\  "  On  demand  I  promise  to  pay  to  William  Shenton  the  Jj- q^^^V" 

Xt»      ^^'^"^  ^'  ^^  pounds,  in   consideration   of  foregoing  and  Bench,  for 
^1      forbearing  an  action  at  law  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  pertained  by 
^^\  consent  to 

moDDt  to  that  som^  by  reason  of  the  injury  sosuined  hj  his  wife,  in  raspect  of  my 
yviliu  for  nooHnefNur  of  a  footway.'' 
Bad,  that  the  money  was  pajfable  absolutely,  and  the  instrument  a  promissory  note. 


-c^ 
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1843.  Tor  damages  ascertained  by  consent  to  amount  to  that  sum, 
by  reason  of  the  injury  sustained  by  his  wife,  in  respect  of 
my  liability  for  non-repair  of  a  footway  in  the  parish  of 
Seighford." 

It  was  objected  that  this  instrument  was  not  a  pro- 
missory note,  but  an  agreement,  which  should  have  been 
stamped  accordingly.  The  learned  judge  overruled  the 
objection,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

R.  F.  Richards  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  (Novem- 
ber 3,)  moved  accordingly,  and  contended  that  the  instru- 
ment was  not  payable  absolutely,  and  at  all  events;  being 
payable  in  consideration  of  foregoing  and  forbearing,  and 
not  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  had  foregone  and 
forborne ;  so  that  its  payment  was  made  contingent  on  a 
condition  which  might  or  might  not  be  performed.  He 
cited  Clarke  v.  Percival  (a).  Home  v.  Red/earn  (6),  ChiUy 
on  Bills,  gth  ed.  p.  136. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  promissory 
note  made  on  an  executed  and  completed  consideration. 
The  consideration  was  a  past  consideration,  and  the  damages 
had  been  ascertained.  Clarke  v.  Percival  {a)  was  referred 
to,  to  shew  that  this  is  not  an  undertaking  to  pay  at  all 
events,  but  we  think  it  is. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  660.  (6)  4  Bing.  N.  C.*433. 
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Hall  v.  Bainbridge  and  another.  Tueuky, 

.  Hov  14M. 

Assumpsit.       The   declaration   stated,  that,   before  Assumpsit. 

and  at  the  time  of  niakins  the  promise  thereinafter  men-  T^*-*  declarn- 

^  ^  tioD  stated  that 

tioued,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  December,  J  831,  the  plaintiff  the  plaintiff 

had  invented  an  improved  piston  and  valve  for  steam,  gas,  ^     JenTfo^ 

and  other  engines,  and   also  an  improved  method  of  lubri-  steam  engines, 

eating  the  piston  rods  and  valves  or  cocks  of  such  engines,  ^^^^  ^^^e 

and  of  condensing  the  steam,  and  supplying  water  to  the  ^^°"^  ^^  !*?^*^ 

.  rr  J     b  ^  steam  ship, 

boilers  of  such  steam  engines  as  are  wrought  by  a  vacuum  that  plaintiff 

produced  by  condensation,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  ^  ^^^^^ 

first  and  true  inventor  thereof,  and  the  same,  at  the  time  of  agreed  to 

the  making  and  granting  of  the  letters- patent  thereinafter  use  his  p^atent 

mentioned,  had  never  been  practised  by  any  other  person  or  in  the  con- 

,  struction  of  a 

persons  whomsoever.  pair  of  steam 

The  declaration  then  stated,  that  on  the  day  and  year  engines  then 
-.,...  J  J         about  to  be 

aforesaid,  the  plamtiff  obtained  a  patent,  in  respect  of  the  made  for  the 

above  invention,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years.  **^'P'  *"?  *'^** 

'  -^  to  use  his 

The  declaration  then  set  out  several  other  subsequent  patent  in 

inventions  and  improvements  in  steam  engines,  and  stated  any*ofher ships 

that  he  had  also  obtained  patents  for  them  respectively.  thereafter,  the 

The  declaration  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  before  the  pay  2000/., 

promise  of  the  defendants,  a  company  of  persons  using  the  \^*-  ^oo^^^*  ®n 
...  ,-»  .  .  the  1st  August, 

name  and  description  of  the  British  and  American  Steam  i8d7,  and  the 

Navigation  Company,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  November,  Jhrut^Jur? 

1836,  had  contracted  for  the  building  of  a  new  steam  ship  1838;  and  also 

or  vessel,  and    also  contracted   for  the   construction  and     '^H  for™** 

fixing  of  a  pair  of  steam  engines  on  board  said  steam  ship  every  engine 

,^^  .  ,  ,    ^x  ,         "which  should 

or  vessel,  and  thereupon,  to   wit,  on  the  28th  November,  at  any  time 

1836,  by  a  certain  agreement  then  made  between  plaintiff  thereafter  be 
'     -^  °  ^  madeor  manu- 

factured and 
nifd  on  board  any  other  ship"  of  the  defendants,  in  which  the  principles  of  the  plaintiff's 
patent  should  l>e  used  or  adopted,  the  same  to  be  paid  for  on  the  entering  into  a  contract 
with  an  engine  maker  for  the  manufacturing  of  such  engine. 

Heldf  that  the  5/.  per  horse  power  was  payable  as  soon  ns  the  defendants  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  engine  maker,  and  that  it  was  payable,  although  the  contract 
with  the  engine  maker  was  afterwards  rescinded,  and  no  engine,  on  the  plaintiff's 
priuciple,  was  either  used  or  manufactured ;  for  the  consideration  for  the  promise  was 
the  license  to  use  and  not  the  user. 

VOL.  1. —  D.  M.  Z 
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1843.         and   defendants,   plaintiff  agreed  with  defendants  that  it 
TT"^^"^       should    be  lawful   for  said   British    and  American  Steam 
V.  Navigation  Company,  whoever  might  be  the  persons  for 

BirKBRiDGE.   ^|jg  jjj^g  being  constituting  the  same,  thenceforth  during 
the  term  for  which  said  letters-patent  or  any  of  them  were 
respectively  granted,  or  during  the  period  of  any  renewal  or 
renewals   of  the   same   respectively,   to   make,  conatract, 
or  manufacture  or  use,  subject  to  certain  qualifications  and 
restrictions  then  agreed  on  by  and  between  plaintiff  and 
defendants,  the  said  pair  of  steam  engines  about  to  be  made 
on  board  and  for  the  use  of  said  steam  ship  or  vessel  so 
about  to  be  built  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  principle  of  the 
inventions   secured  by  said  letters-patent  respectively,  or 
any  of  them,  with  all  or  any  of  the  improvements  specified 
in  said  letters-patent,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  apparatos 
necessary  for  the  purposes  ;  and  also  thenceforth  during  the 
terms  for  which  said  letters-patent  were  respectively  granted, 
or  any  of  them,   and  during  the  term  of  any  renewal  or 
renewals  of  the  same  respectively,  to  make,  constructor 
manufacture  and   use,  (subject  to  said  qualifications  and 
restrictions   then   agreed   on   between   said   plaintiff   ai^ 
defendants),  on  board  of  any  other  vessel  or  vessels  there- 
after  to  be  purchased  or  built,  by,  for,  or  on  account    of 
said  British  and  American   Steam  Navigation  Company> 
any  steam  engine  or  steam  engines  upon  the  principles  of 
the  inventions  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  with  all  or  any  of 
the  improvements  aforesaid,  and  all  apparatus  necessaiy 
for  those  purposes.     And,  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
defendants  then  did  agree  with  plaintiff  in  manner  following, 
that  they  the  defendants  should  and  would  pay  to  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  2000/.  by  instalments,  and  in  the  manner  M* 
lowing,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  1000/.  on  the  1st  August, 
1837,  and  the  remaining  sum  of  1000/.  in  cash  on  the  1st 
July,  1838  ;  and  also  that  the  defendants  would  pay  unto 
the  plaintiff  at  and  after  the  rate  of  51,  per  horse  power  for 
each  and  every  engine  uhich  should  at  any  time  or  timtt 
thereafter  be  made,  constructed  or  manufactured  and  used  on 
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board  any  other  ship  or  vessel,  ships  or  vessels,  thereafter        1843. 

to  be  purchased  or  built  by,  or  for,  or  on  account  of  the      ^'^ 

-  .  .  Hall 

said  British  and  American  Steam  Navigation  Company,  v. 

daring  the  continuance  of  said  several  letters-patent,  or  any  BAinBtiDoa. 
of  them,  or  during  the  continuance  or  renewal  or  renewals 
of  the  same,   in   which  the  principles  of  the   inventions 
secured  by  said  letters-patent  respectively,  or  any  of  them, 
or  all  or  any  of  the  improvements  specified  in  said  letters- 
patent,  or  any  of  them,  should  be  used  or  adopted  by  said 
oompany,   the  same  to  be  paid  for  on  the  signing  of  or 
entering  into  the  contract  or  contracts  for  the  manufacturing 
or  purchasing  of  such  engine  or  engines  respectively,  either  in 
cash  or  in  bills,  at  the  option  of  defendants;  but  in  case 
tke  same  should  be  made  in  bills,  then  the  same  should 
bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to 
ttffiOMnce  and  be  calculated  from  the  expiration  of  nine 
Mths  from  the  date  of  such  contract  or  contracts.     Pro- 
^  always,  and  it  was  then  agreed  by  and  between  the 
pUntiflf  and  defendants,  that  in  case  any  vessel  or  vessels, 
itioy  time  belonging  to  said  company,  on  board  of  which  any 
^ne  or  engines  should  be  used,  in  which  all  or  any  of  the 
principles  of  the  inventions  and  improvements  as  aforesaid 
i^ld  have  been  adopted  or  used,  should  be  lost  at  sea  or 
'citroyed,  or  the  engines  or  vessels  should  be  worn  out, 
wthe  use  of  such  inventions  and  improvements  therein 
^Id   be   abandoned   from   any  cause  whatsoever,  said 
^pany  should  be  at  liberty  to  substitute  any  other  vessel 
Viessels,  or  engine  or  engines,  of  any  equal  or  greater  or 
kii  power,  in  lieu  thereof  respectively,  without  paying  any 
coBsideration  for  the  same,  unless  same  should  exceed  in 
power  the  engine  or  engines   which   should   be  so  lost, 
fatroyed  or  abandoned  therein  as  aforesaid,  and  in  case 
the  same  should  so  exceed,  then  on  payment  only  for  such 
tscess  at  the  rate  and  after  the  manner  therein  aforesaid. 
Provided  always,  and  it  was  then  further  agreed  by  and 
ktweeo  the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  that  the  arrangements 
of  the  needful  apparatus,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  should 

z2 
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be  constructed  and  applied  on  board  said  vessel,  should  be^^^:, 
subject  to  the  approbation  of  the  plaintiff,  or  other  the^^ 
V.  owner  for  the  time  being  of  said  letters-patent,  who  shouldbf  ^ 

Baimbridge.  be  at  liberty  to  employ  a  servant  or  agent  to  superiutendbrv: 
such  arrangement  and  application  at  the  expence  of  plaiu-x «f  ^ 
tiff,  and  that  no  application  of  said  patent  apparatus^oranj^c^jQ 
part  thereof,  or  any  alterations  therein,  should  be  made^£>j 
but  what  should  be  first  approved  of  by  the  plaintiff,  oo  ^~ 
the  owner  for  the  time  being  of  said  patent  rights,  or  ann js 
renewal  or  renewals  of  same  respectively,  or  his  or  ther^cf  ^ 
servants  or  agents.  But  it  was  thereby  declared  anrvjs 
agreed  by  and  between  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and  plait  Jjb#4 
tiff  did  then  undertake  and  agree,  that  on  receiving  noticom:^^ 
from  or  on  behalf  of  said  company,  of  their  intention  m-m  * 
adopt  said  patent  apparatus,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  tomaV.fl3.M:a 
any  alteration  therein,   or    in   the   application   thereof  '^^ 

any  engine    or  engines   of  or  for  said  company,    he   tl^ 
plaintiff  or  other  the   owner  for  the  time   being  8houL9<::>o 
forthwith   either   by    himself   or   his   servants   or   ^geuMjm^t 
superintend  such  arrangements,  applications  or  alteratiov  ^:»  ioj 
and  approve  of  same,  and,  in  default  of  his  or  their  so  doiv  M  Wo^ 
it  should  be  lawful  for  said  company,  with  such  appr< 
bation  as  therein  aforesaid,  to  make  such  arrangemerj 
applications   or   alterations    as    therein    aforesaid, 
plaintiff  therein  further  agreed  with  defendants  to  furn 
at  his  own  expence  to  said  company  all  necessary  drawio 
and  also  to  make  and  furnish  any  part  of  said  apparatus 
might   be   required    by   their   engineers,    Messrs.    Cla    ^^^9 
Girdwood  8c   Co.,  but  to  be   paid  for  by  them  the  s?  ^^<^ 
Messrs.  Claud,  Girdwood  &  Co.,  and  plaintiff  did  iher-^**' 
further  agree,  that  he  would  at  his  own  expence   wilK*-*'^ 
thirty  days  after  being  required  to  do  so  by  the  secret^  ^^ 
of  said  company  for  the  time  being,  use  his  utmost  ^^^ 
deavours   by  suit  or  otherwise  to  protect  and  prosecU^'® 
any  person  or  persons  using  or  infringing  upon  said  putet^^^ 
rights,  or  any  of  them,  unless  such  person  or  persons  shoul'^^ 
have  previously  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  tbfl 
same. 


1 
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Averment  of  mutual  promises^  and  that  the  several  pa-         1843. 
^^^ts  were  still  in  force,  and  that  plaintiff  had  performed  all 
^  ings  on  his  part  to  be  performed  ;  that  after  the  making 
^  said  agreement,  and  during  said   term  for  ^hich  said 
Afters-patent  were  respectively   granted,   and    before   the 
^^i^mmencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  C9th  May,  1838, 
^      certain  contract  in  writing  was  made  and  entered  into  by 
^vid  between   said  company  so  using  the  name,  style  and 
J  ascription  aforesaid,  and  Messrs.  Farccett,  Preston  &  Co., 
^«c^r  the  manufacturing  by  the  latter  of  two  engines  of  550 
"^orse  power,  for  the  purpose  of  propelling  and  being  used 
i^n  board    of  a  certain  vessel,  to  wit,  a  vessel  called  *'  The 
E-^resident/'  before  then  and  after  the  making  of  said  agree- 
Kneot  built  by  and   for  and  on  account  of  said  company, 
aa.sid  during  the  continuance  of  said  letters-patent,  and  in 
^^■^bich  engines  the  principles  of  the  inventions  secured  by 
^«id  several  letters-patent  were  to  be  used  and  adopted  by 
s«d  company;  and  thereupon,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  enter- 
ing into  said  contract,  defendants  became  and  were  liable 
Co  paj   to  plaintiff,  either  in  cash   or  in  bills    as  afore- 
saaid    agreed  on,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to   wit,   2750/,, 
l>«iDg  a  sum  at  and  after  the  rate  of  5/.  for  each  horse 
power  of  said  two  engines  of  550  horse-power  so  contracted 
Aur  as  aforesaid. 

Breach,  the  non-payment  in  cash  or  in  bills,  or  other- 
'^^ise,  of  the  sum  of  £750/.,  &c. 

Third  plea.  That  after  the  making  of  the  contract  for 

^Manufacturing  the  engines  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 

^nd  within  nine  months  from  the  date  thereof,  and  long 

^^efore  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  before  any  one 

^^f  the  principles  of  the  invention  secured  by  the  letters- 

^^atent,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  before  any  one  of  the  im- 

^^rovements  8peci6ed    in   the   letters-patent,  or   any    part 

^bereof,  bad  been  used  or  adopted  by  the  company,  or  by 

^(etsrs.  Fawceti  &  Co.,  in  the  manufacturing  by  them  of 

%.he  two  engines  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  either  of 

them,  it  was,  to  wit,  on  the  SOth   May,   1838,  mutually 
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1843.  agreed  by  and  between  said  company  and  Messrs.  Fatoceit 
Sc  Co.,  that  so  much  of  the  contract  for  manufacturing  the 
engines  as  related  to  the  using  and  adopting  therein  the 
principles  of  said  inventions  secured  by  the  letters-patenl 
should  he,  and  the  same  then  was,  wholly  rescinded  and 
abandoned,  and  that  Messrs.  Fawcett  aforesaid  should 
manufacture  the  engines  for  the  company  without  using  or 
adopting  therein  the  principles  of  the  inventions  secured 
by  the  letters-patent,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  improve- 
ments specified  in  the  letters-patent,  or  any  part  thereof : 
that  Messrs.  Fawcett  manufactured  the  engines  for  the 
company,  and  that  there  never  was  at  any  time  used  or 
adopted  in  the  engines,  or  in  the  manufacturing  thereof, 
any  whatsoever  of  the  principles  of  the  inventions  secured 
by  the  letters-patent,  or  any  part  whatsoever  thereof,  nor 
any  of  the  improvements  specified  in  the  letters-patent,  or 
any  part  whatsoever  thereof,  but  that  on  the  contrary  the 
engines  were  made  and  manufactured  upon  a  principle  dif- 
ferent and  distinct  from  the  principles  of  the  invention  and 
improvements  secured  by  and  specified  in  the  letters-patent 
or  any  of  them. 

That  defendants,  to  wit,  on  1st  January,  1837,  paid  to 
plaintifi^  said  sum  of  2000/.  in  the  agreement  mentioned, 
and  that  neither  plaintiff,  nor  any  other  owner  for  the  time 
being  of  the  letters-patent,  or  any  of  them,  ever  employed 
any  servant  or  agent  whatsoever  to  superintend  the  manu- 
facturing of  said  engines  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  appli- 
cation therein  or  thereto  of  the  patent  apparatus  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  otherwise  howsoever ;  nor  did  plaintiff  or 
any  such  owner  as  aforesaid  make  or  furnish,  nor  was  be 
or  they  required  to  make  or  furnish,  to  the  company,  or  to 
any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  any  drawing  or 
drawings  whatsoever,  or  any  apparatus  whatsoever  for  or 
in  respect  of  the  engines  or  the  manufacture  thereof;  nor 
did  the  plaintiff,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever, 
ever  incur  any  labour  or  trouble  or  expense  whatsoever  in 
respect  of  said  engines,  or  in  respect  of  using  or  adopting, 
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or  the  proposal  to  use  aad  adopt  the  principles  or  improve- 
meots  in  the  engines  or  either  of  them,  or  in  the  manu- 
facture thereof;  nor  was  be  the  plaintiff  ever  required  bj 
the  secretary  of  the  companj  or  said  company,  or  any 
member  thereof,  to  use-any  endeavours  to  protect  the  patent 
or  to  prosecute  any  person  using  or  infringing  the  same. 
Verification,  &c. 

Geoeral  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  plaintiff's  points  for  argument  were— 

1.  That  the  use  or  adoption  of  the  principle  secured  by 
the  letters-patent  in  the  manufacturing  of  the  engines  was 
not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  be  paid 
the  stipulated  remuneration. 

£.  That  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  stipulated  remunera- 
tion having  once  attached,  could  not  be  destroyed  by  any 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  defendants  and  other 
persons  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  no  party. 

3.  That  the  plea  applied  to  a  part  only  of  the  considera- 
tion stated  in  the  declaration. 

4.  That  although  by  the  plea  it  is  attempted  to  be  shewn 
that  the  completion  of  the  contract  with  Messrs.  FawceU 
fcCo.  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of 
action,  yet  the  plea  discloses  that  the  completion  of  the 
said  contract  was  prevented  by  the  defendants'  own  acts, 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  it 
does  not  appear  either  in  the  plea  or  in  the  declaration  that 
defendants  had  power  or  authority  to  rescind  the  contract 
entered  into  with  Messrs.  FawceU  8c  Co. 

The  points  for  the  defendants  were,  that,  according  to  the 
tnie  construction  of  the  agreement,  the  defendants  were 
sot  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  5/.  per  horse  power  for 
engines,  in  which,  although  originally  intended  to  have  had 
Ae  principles  of  the   invention  secured   by  tiie   letters- 
patent  used  or  adopted  therein,  nevertheless,  in  point  of 
fact,  such  principles  never  were  used,  the  original  intention 
having  been  abandoned;  and  that,  supposing  the  payment 
to  have  been  made  on  the  signing  or  entering  into  the  con- 
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tract,  upon  the  abandonment  of  the  intention  to  erect  the 
engines  according  to  the  principles  of  the  patent,  before 
any  of  the  principles  had  been  used  or  adopted  therein,  the 
money  so  paid  would  be  recoverable  back ;  and,  if  so,  then, 
upon  the  legal  principle  of  avoiding,  circuity  of  action,  the 
action  is  not  maintainable. 

Cowling,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  to  shew  that  the 
user  of  the  plaintiff 's  patent  was  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  payment  of  the  money,  as  the  time  of  signing  the 
contract  with  the  engine  manufacturer  was  fixed  as  the 
time  of  payment,  referred  to  note  (4)  to  Pordage  v.  Cole  (I 
Wms.  Saund.  39,0  a,  5th  ed.)  and  to  Wiiks  ▼.  Smith  (a). 
The  words  "  used  and  adopted"  in  the  agreement  must  be 
construed  as  "  intended  to  be  used  and  adopted." 

Martin  contrsl.  Although  a  time  is  fixed  for  payment, 
yet  if  it  had  been  paid  at  the  stipulated  time  it  might  be 
recovered  back,  as  the  consideration  has  entirely  failed.  It 
would  lead,  therefore,  to  circuity  of  action,  if  the  plaintiff, 
under  these  circumstances,  can  enforce  payment.  By  the 
agreement  £000/.  is  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the  first  ship, 
and  also  6/.  per  horse  power  ''  for  each  and  every  engine 
which  should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  be  made, 
constructed  or  manufactured  and  used  on  board  any  other 
ship."  The  words  "  used  and  adopted"  therefore  in  the 
subsequent  part  of  the  agreement  are  not  used  inaccurately, 
but  in  conformity  with  the  whole  scope  of  the  agreement. 
When  the  money  is  to  be  paid  is  immaterial,  the  question 
is,  what  is  it  to  be  paid  for,  and,  if  paid,  could  it  not  be 
recovered  back,  and,  if  it  could  be  so  recovered  back,  can 
payment  be  inforced,  which  would  merely  lead  to  circuity 
of  action  ?  Where  freight  was  made  payable  by  the  shipper 
on  the  shipment  of  the  goods,  it  was  held  nevertheless  that 
it  was  not  merely  on  that  account  earned  without  perform- 
ance of  the  voyage:  Mashiier  v.  Buller(b).     For  the  doc- 

(fl)  10  M.  &  W.  355.  {b)  1  Campb.  84. 
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triae  as  to  avoidance  of  circuity  of  action  he  referred  (o 
note  (2)  to  Turner  v.  Davies,  2  Wms.  Saund.  150  (5th  ed.), 
and  Carr  v.  Stephens  {a). 

Cowling  in  reply.  The  moneys  if  paid,  could  not  be  re- 
covered back.  If  it  couldy  at  what  time  would  the  right 
accrue  to  recover  it  back  ?  How  long  could  the  plaintiff 
retain  the  money?  A  reasonable  time.  What  could  be 
said  to  be  a  reasonable  time  i  The  licence  to  use  is  the 
consideration  for  the  payment.  Even  on  the  view  taken 
by  defendants,  the  consideration  would  not  entirely  fail 
where  there  was  no  user,  for  it  may  be  that  more  than 
2000/.  would  have  been  charged  for  the  original  licence,  if 
the  plaintiff  had  not  reckoned  on  the  application  of  his 
invention  by  the  defendants  in  other  vessels,  so  that  the 
6/.  per  horse  power  may  be  in  part  the  payment  for  the 
original  licence.    (He  was  then  stopped.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  quantity  of  horse  power  in 
the  engines  to  be  manufactured  is  the  measure  of  the  pay- 
ment to  be  made.  But  it  cannot  be  said  that  any  actual 
user  of  the  patent  was  necessary  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover,  or  any  further  consideration  necessary  than  his 
licence  for  the  user.  The  defendants  have  bound  them- 
selves to  pay  a  certain  price  for  the  licence  whensoever  they 
enter  into  a  contract  for  the  building  of  engines  on  the 
plaintiff's  principle,  and  they  cannot  depart  from  that  con- 
tract merely  by  changing  their  own  minds. 

Williams  J. — The  2000/.  in  gross  was  to  be  paid  for 
tbe  mere  licence  to  use  the  plaintiff's  invention  in  the  first 
msel.  The  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
90001.  whether  his  principle  was  used  or  not  in  that  vessel. 
The  payment  of  the  5/.  per  horse  power  is  payable  for  the 
licence  in  the  same  way  and  not  for  the  user. 

(fl)  9  B.  &  C.  758;  S.  C.  4  M.  &  R.  590. 


342  CASES  IN  TH£  QUEEN's  BENCH, 

1843.  CoLERiDOE  J. — It  is  true  the  agreement  states  the  5/. 

per  horse  power  is  to  be  paid  for  every  engine  which 
should  be  thereafter  manufactured.  But  then  the  agree- 
ment goes  on  to  say  that  the  5l,  is  to  be  paid  on  the  sign- 
ing any  contract  for  the  manufacturing  of  such  engine. 
This  stipulation  furnishes,  I  think,  the  true  construction^ 
▼iz.  that  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants 
was  to  be  considered  complete  so  soon  as  they  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  engine  manufacturer,  and  that  time 
might  be  fixed  upon  reasonably  enough,  because  the  con- 
tract would  specify  the  amount  of  horse  power  for  which 
the  defendants  required  the  plaintiff's  licence. 

Wig  HTM  AN  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  test 
is  whether,  supposing  the  51.  per  horse  power  to  have  been 
paid,  the  defendants  could  have  recovered  it  back  on  re- 
scinding their  contract  with  the  engine  maker.  I  think  the 
defendants  could  not  recover  the  money  back  under  such 
circumstances.  The  plaintiff  might  be  put  to  great  diffi- 
culty if  he  was  bound  to  find  out  when  any  engine  was 
finished.  To  obviate  such  a  difficulty,  the  time  of  pay- 
ment is  fixed  to  be  the  time  when  the  defendants  by  enter- 
ing into  a  contract  with  the  engine  maker  declare  their 
intention  to  use  the  plaintiff's  invention.  The  contract 
entered  into  with  the  engine  maker  is  to  be  taken  as  a  de- 
claration to  the  plaintiff  ^  we  will  use  your  patent,  we 
want  your  licence  for  so  much  horse  power,  and  here  is  the 
money."  After  such  a  declaration  the  defendants  are  not 
at  liberty  to  say  they  have  changed  their  minds,  and  will 
be  off  their  bargain  with  the  plaintiff.  Suppose  the  engine 
maker  refused  to  rescind  the  contract  and  completed  the 
manufacture  of  the  engine  contracted  for,  would  it  have 
been  any  answer  to  this  action  for  the  defendants  to  say. 
"  true,  the  engine  was  manufactured  according  to  your 
patent,  but  we  have  never  used  the  engine,  and  don't  mean 
to  use  it." 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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184S. 

Clipsham  V.  Vertue  and  another.  Tuetday, 

November  14. 
Assumpsit  on  a  charter-party.   The  declaration  stated  A  declaration 
that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  28lh  of  May,  1842,  it  was  part/stYteT 
^reed  between  the  plaintiff,  owner  of  the  ship  Emblem,  that  it  was 
md  the  defendants,  that  the  said  ship  should  load  from  the  tween  the 

^ents  of  the  defendants  at  Nantes  a  full  cargo  of  wheat  pjainiiffand 
.  .     ®  the  defend- 

•nd  near,  or  other  gram  or  seed,  and,  bemg  so  loaded,  ants,  that  the 

ahoold  forthwith  proceed  to  London,  or  so  near  thereunto  shoum^ad***^ 

as  she  might  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same,  on  being  fmm  the  agents 

paid  freight,  &c.;  that  the  vessel  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  ants  at  Nantes 

l6tb  of  June,   1842,  did  proceed  to  Nantes,  and  arrived  a  full  cargo  of 
.  .  1      ^z»  I      /.  »    .  .         I  /-I  wheat,  and  de- 

thcfc,  to  wit,  on  the  TOlh  of  July,  1842,  whereof  the  agents  Hver  the  same 

of  the  defendants  had  notice,  &c.;  and,  being  so  arrived  at  ft  London  on 
Aantes,  the  ship  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  6ih  of  August,  freight;  that 
1842,  was  ready  to  load  her  cargo  within  the  true  intent  loVanfe^lnd 
and  meaning  of  the  charter-party  in  that  behalf,  of  all  that  defend- 
which  the  agents  had  notice.    The  declaration  then  charged  f^y'a  carzo.^ 
tbe  refusal  of  the  defendants  to  put  the  required  cargo  on      Pl«^a,  that 
hnmrA  the  charter- 

**'"•  party  was  en- 

Third  plea.  That  the  charter-party  in  the   declaration  teredimoat 
■^  "^^     "'  London  while 

mentioned  was  made  and  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  ship  was 

tlie  defendants  at  London  aforesaid,  and  that  the  vessel  was  ^^^  tha^ih 

It  tbe  time  of  the  making  of  the  charter-party  lying  in  the  plaintiff,  with- 

port  of  London ;  that  after  the  making  of  the  charter-  ^„^g»  consent 

party,  and  before  the  vessel  set  sail  or  proceeded  upon  the  sailed  from 

«-  r  •  1    •  r    I         I  London  to 

voyage  to  Nantes  aforesaid  m  pursuance  of  the  charter-  Newcastle, 

party,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  ^^^  J*>«^*^«  '^ 

Lord,  1842,  the  plaintiff  wrongfully,  and  without  the  know-  than  Nantes, 

ledge  or  consent  of  the  defendants,  set  sail  with  the  vessel  ^^,i^|*^he  ship 

«pon  another  and  a  different  voyage  from  the  voyage  to  did  not  arrive 

Naotes  aforesaid,  to  wit,  upon  a  voyage  from  the  port  of  «  within  a  rea^ 

sonable  and 
proper  time  in  that  behalf,"  but  "  a  long  and  unreasonable  time,  to  wit,  thirty-eight  days, 
after  she  would  have  arrived  at  Nantes  according  to  the  usual  length  of  the  voyage,  if 
tbe  had  sailed  direct." 

Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  defendant 
bad,  in  consequcDce  of  the  delay,  lost  the  benefit  of  the  voyage. 
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London  aforesaid  to  the  port  of  Newcastle,  &c.,  and  pro- 
ceeded with  the  vessel  upon  the  said  last  mentioned  voyage; 
and  afterwaids,  to  wit,  on  the  3d  day  of  June,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1842,  arrived  at  Newcastle  aforesaid,  and  re- 
mained there  with  the  vessel  at  Newcastle  aforesaid  for  a 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  twenty-three  days,  for  other  and 
different  purposes  than  the  voyage  in  the  charter-party 
mentioned,  to  wit,  for  the  purpose  of  chartering  and  en- 
gaging the  vessel  to  other  persons  than  the  defendants, 
upon  a  voyage  from  Newcastle  aforesaid  to  other  places 
than  Nantes  in  parts  beyond  seas,  and  back  to  Newcastle 
aforesaid,  which  sailing  and  proceeding  to  and  remaining  at 
Newcastle  aforesaid  were  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect 
and  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  charter-party,  and  a 
breach  thereof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of 
which  sailing  and  proceeding  to  and  remaining  at  Newcastle 
aforesaid,  the  vessel  was  prevented  from  arriving  at  and  did 
not  arrive  at  Nantes  aforesaid,  as  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, within  a  reasonable  and  proper  time  in  thai  behalf 
after  the  making  of  the  charter-party,  but,  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  the  vessel  arrived  at  Nantes  aforesaid  a  long  and 
unreasonable  time,  to  wit,  thirty-eight  days,  after  the  vessel 
would  have  arrived  at  Nantes,  according  to  the  usual 
length  of  the  voyage  from  London  aforesaid  to  Nantes 
aforesaid,  if  the  vessel  had  sailed  direct  from  London  afore- 
said to  Nantes  aforesaid  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  charter-party ;  and  this  the  defendants 
are  ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  (among  others)  that  the 
plea,  though  pleaded  in  confession  and  avoidance,  did  not 
set  forth  matters  sufficient  to  discharge  the  defendants,  as 
it  did  not  shew  that  the  defendants  were  by  the  delay  ren- 
dered unable  to  ship  a  cargo  according  to  the  charter- 
party,  or  that  the  object  of  the  voyage  was  lost. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 


W.  H,  Watson  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  plea  is 


Clipshak 

V. 
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no  answer.     The  charter-party  did  not  stipulate  that  the         1843. 
•hip  should  commence  its  voyage  to  Nantes  at  any  spe* 
cified  time.     If  the  ship  did  not  commence  its  voyage 
within  a  reasonable  time,  the  defendant  may  have  his  action       vebtue. 
for  damages,  as  in  M* Andrew  v.  Adams{a),  but  he  cannot 
set  up  the  delay  as  a  ground  for  putting  an  end  to  the  con- 
tract.    The  plea  should  have  shewn  tl.at  by  reason  of  the 
delay  the  defendants  had  lost  all  benefit  from  his  contract 
of  affreightment,  as  in  Freeman  v.  Taylor  {b).     In   Born" 
maunv.  l'ooke{c),  by  a  charter-party  between  the  plaintiff, 
the  captain  of  a  ship,  and  the  defendant's  agent  abroad,  for 
the  carriage  of  timber  from  Riga  to  Portsmouth,  the  plain- 
tiff bound  himself  to  sail  with  the  first  favourable  wind 
direct  to  Portsmouth.     The  ship  unnecessarily   went   to 
Copenhagen,  and  was  detained  there  several  weeks.     It 
was  held  that  the  covenant  to  sail  direct  to  Portsmouth  was 
not  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  the  deviation  could  not 
be  given  in  evidence  either  as  a  bar  to  the  action  or  to 
diminish  the  damages.     So  in  Fillieul  v.  Armstrong  {d),  to 
an  action  brought  against  a  schoolmaster  for  dismissing  a 
French  teacher,  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  absented  himself 
from  the  school  for  a  long  and  unreasonable  period,  was 
held  neither  to  shew  that  the  contract  was  put  an  end  to,  nor 
that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  dissolve  it.    This  plea 
neither  shews  that  the  object  of  the  voyage  was  lost  to  the 
<iefendant8,  or  that  they  have  sustained  any  inconvenience 
bom  the  delay. 

Ckaibif  contri.  In  Bornmann  v.  Tooke  the  defendant 
had  received  benefit  from  the  contract,  for  the  cargo  had 
hcen  actually  delivered  at  Portsmouth  and  accepted  by  the 
defendant;  and  the  same  remark  applies  to  many  other  cases, 
•ttch  as  lUtchie  v.  Atkinson{e)  and  Havelock  v.  Geddes  (/). 

(a)  lBing.N.  C.   39.  (d)  7   A.  &  E.    557;    5.  C.   2 

(b)  SBiog.  184.  N.&P.406. 

(c)  lCampb.377.  (e)  10  East,  995. 

(/)  10  East,  555. 
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Here  the  defendant  has  had  do  benefit  from  the  contract, 
and  is  entitled  to  put  an  end  to  it.  In  Mount  v.  Larkifis{a), 
which  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship 
from  Sincapore  to  Europe,  the  jury  found  that  the  ship  did 
not  commence  the  voyage  from  Sincapore  in  reasonable 
time,  and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  discharged* 
The  present  is  a  much  stronger  case,  for  surely  time  is 
more  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  in  a  contract  of  affreight- 
ment than  in  one  of  insurance.  Suppose  the  charter-party 
had  expressed  that  the  ship  should  commence  its  voyage 
to  Nantes  on  a  particular  day,  it  would  have  been  a  good 
answer  to  this  action  to  plead  that  it  did  not  sail  until  after- 
wards, without  shewing  that  the  purpose  of  the  voyage  had 
been  lost  by  the  delay.  Now  it  is  implied  in  this  charter- 
party  that  the  ship  should  sail  in  reasonable  time.  The 
case  is  the  same  therefore  as  if  there  had  been  a  particular 
day  of  sailing  expressed.  Where  a  ship  was  freighted  to 
go  to  Jamaica  and  bring  home  a  cargo  from  thenccy  and  the 
freighter  undertook  to  provide  a  full  cargo  for  her  in  time 
for  the  July  convoy,  provided  she  arrived  out  and  was  ready 
by  the  25th  June,  it  was  held,  that  by  her  non-arrival 
until  after  the  25th  June,  the  freighter  was  entirely  dis- 
charged from  his  contract  to  furnish  a  cargo;  Shadforth 
Higgin  (Jb).  The  words  '^  reasonable  time"  are  to  be  un- 
derstood with  reference  to  the  objects  of  the  voyage.  The 
word  ''  arrival/'  where  no  particular  time  was  fixed,  has 
been  construed  in  like  manner ;  Soames  v.  Lonergan  (c). 


Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — I  think  the  plea  bad.  The  de- 
fendant has  done  right  to  demur  to  it^  for,  if  he  had  not,  it 
might  have  been  said  that  he  had  put  some  construction  on 
the  words  "  within  a  reasonable  and  proper  time  in  that 
behalf/'  a  thing  which  I  confess  myself  unable  'to  do.  I 
think  it  possible,  that  though  the  ship  did  not  arrive  within 
a  time  which  the  defendants  consider  reasonable^  yet  it  may 


(a)  8  Bing.  108. 
ib)  3  Campb.  385 


(c)  2  B.  &    C.   564 J 
D.  &  R.  74. 


S.C.  4 
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In?e  been  ia  tiine  for  the  purposes  of  the  voyage.  I  think 
minv  of  the  observations  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.J.  in 
Havelock  v.  Geddes,  with  respect  to  failure  of  consideration, 
may  possibly  be  applicable  here. 

Williams  J. — ^The  plea  leaves  the  meaning  of  the 
words  **  reasonable  time''  entirely  a  matter  of  speculation 
in  the  mind  of  the  defendants.  The  plea  gives  no  intima- 
tion that  the  voyage  was  lost  by  the  delay,  or  that  the  de- 
feadaots  have  sustained  any  inconvenience. 

CoLERiDGB  and  WiGHTMAN  Js.  concurred. 
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Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


MusGRAVE  r.  Drake  and  others. 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  the  acceptors  of  a  bill 
of  exchange,  drawn  by  one  Myers,  and  by  him  indorsed  to 
die  plaintiff. 

Plea  by  four  of  the  defendants,  that  they  did  not  accept 
tk  bill  and  issue  thereon. 

Drake  and  the  other  remaining  defendant  had  suffered 
jodgment  by  default. 

On  the  trial  before   Wighiman  J.  at  the  last  Yorkshire 

Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  partners  in 

^de,  and  that  the  bill  had  been  accepted  by  Drake  in  the 

^me  of  the  firm.      The  jury   found   that  the  bill   was 

Accepted  in  fraud  of  the  partnership,  and  not  for  partner- 

^ip  purposes,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of 

%he  fraud.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move  to 

^Dter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants,  if  the  Court  should  be 

^  opinion  that  the  circumstances  under  which  the  bill  was 

accepted  had  cast  upon  the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  proving 

that  he  had  given  consideration  for  the  bill. 

Aikerton  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (Nov.  6),  moved 


Tuesday, 
November  14. 

Where,  under 
an  issue  on 
the  plea  of 
non  accepit,  it 
appears  tnat 
the  acceptance 
is  made  in  the 
name  of  a  firm 
by  a  partner 
competent  to 
bind  the  firm, 
then,  although 
such  accept- 
ance is  shewn 
to  be  a  fraud 
on  the  firm, 
yet,  if  it  is  not 
shewn  that  tho 
holder  had 
knowledge  of 
the  fraud,  he 
is  not  called 
upon  to  prove 
that  be  gave 
considendon. 
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accordingly^  and  relied  upon  Heaths.  San$om{a).    As  to 

the  question  arising  under  the  plea  of  non  accepit  he  cited 

Jones  V,  Corbett{b). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

Court  (c).      We  have  consulted  the  judges  of  the   other 

Courts,  and  they  agree  that  where,  under  an  issue  on  the 

plea  of  non  accepit,  it  appears  that  the  acceptance  is  made 

in  the  name  of  a  firm,  by  a  partner  competent  to  bind  the 

firm,  then,  although  such  acceptance  is  shewn  to  be  a  fraud 

on  the  firm,  yet,  if  the  holder  is  unaffected  by  knowledge  of 

the  fraud,  he  is  not  called  upon  to  prove  that  he  gave  con- 

sideration. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  S  B.  &  Ad.  S91. 
\b)  9  G.  &  D.  308. 


(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  William^ 
Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js. 


Tuetdajf^ 
Nov.  lith. 

The  horse  of  a 
guest  at  a 
common  inn 
was  stabled 
with  another 
horse,  and 
kicked  and 
injured  by  it. 
Held^  that, 
though  these 
facts  raised  a 
presumption 
of  negligence 
against  the 
innkeeper,  he 
might  defend 
himself  by 
shewing  that 
due  care  had 
been  used,  for 
that  he  was 
not  liable 
without  neg- 
ligence. 


Dawson  v.  Cholmeley. 

C/ASE.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  kept  a 
common  inn  for  the  accommodation  of  travellers  and  cattle, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  became  his  guest  and  brought  a  cer- 
tain horse  to  the  said  inn;  that  defendant  received  the 
horse  on  the  occasion  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  that  is 
to  say,  that  the  horse  should  be  stabled,  fed  and  duly  taken 
care  of,  yet  that  the  defendant  by  himself  and  his  servants 
so  negligently  conducted  himself,  &c.  that  by  and  through 
his  neglect  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  kicked  and  injured  by 
another  horse,  8ic. 

Pleas,  1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  defendant  did  not  as  such  innkeeper  receive 
the  horse  in  the  said  inn,  to  be  taken  care  of  in  manner 
and  form,  &c. 

Issue  on  the  above  pleas. 

The  case  was  tried  before  CresswellJ.  at  the  last  Carlisle 


Dawson 
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Assizes.     It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  an  innkeeper         1843. 

at  Penrith,  and  the  plaintiff  a  farmer.      On  the  day  on 

wbich  the  injury  was  done,  being  a  market-day,  the  plaintiff      *'"v. 

brought  his  horse  to  the  inn  and  put  up  there.  He  delivered    C"^^^**^^'^^- 

bis  horse  to  the  defendant's  ostler,  who  put  it  in  a  stable 

with  another  horse.     The  plaintiff's  horse  was  afterwards 

foaod  to  have  been  kicked  and  most  severely  injured  by  the 

otber  horse.     This  was  the  plaintiff's  case,  which,  in  the 

opinion  of  the  learned  judge,  raised  such  a  presumption  of 

negligence  against  the  defendant  as  to  call  for  an  answer. 

The  defendant  then  gave  evidence  to  shew  that  both  the 

borees  in  the  stable  had  been  secured  and  attended  to  in  a 

proper  manner.     The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that 

tbe  defendant  was  not  liable,  unless  he  had  been  guilty  of 

positive  negligence.     Verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  first 

ttsae  and 'for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  issue. 

W.  H.  WiUsofi,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  Besides  the 
autborities  referred  to  in  the  judgment,  he  cited  Sanders  v. 
Sfencer(a),  and  Stanyon  v.  Davis  {b). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

^ort  (c)  as  follows : — This  was  a  motion  for  new  trial  on 

Aground  of  misdirection  ;  the  learned  judge  having  told 

^e  jury  that  the  innkeeper  was  not  answerable  for  injury 

^one  to  the  horse  of  a  guest  placed  in  his  stable  by  the 

^ick  of  another  horse,  unless  there  was  some  negligence 

t^roved  in  the  innkeeper.     The  plaintiff's  learned  counsel 

^t^ed  that  an  innkeeper,  like  a  carrier,  was  bound  at  all 

^^ents  to  restore  the  guest's  property  in  as  good  plight  as  it 

*^^me  into  his  custody,  and  was  consequently  responsible 

^or  any  damage  which  it  had  received  by  any  means  while 

^Herc. 

(fl)  Dyer,  «66  b.  (r )  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Williamt, 

(i)  6  Mod.  92S.  Coleridge  and  Wighiman,  Js. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  A  A 
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1843.  The  law  of  England  is  clearly  laid  down  in  Caly^ 

case  {a),  which  is  a  full  comment  on  the  writ  in  Fitzherbert 
Natura  Brevium,  94  A,  One  ingredient  is,  that  the  loss  o 
damage  arises  "  pro  defectu  hospitatoris  sen  servientiuE 
suorum."  When,  therefore,  the  nature  of  the  injury  lei 
the  cause  wholly  doubtful,  it  was  correct  to  take  th 
opinion  of  the  jury  whether  the  evidence  established  tbi 
the  injury  was  occasioned  by  a  defect  of  such  care. 

Mr,  Justice  Story's  convenient  and  excellent  Treatise  o 
Bailments  was  quoted  as  laying  down  a  different  rule.  Thi 
does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  so,  if  the  whole  passage  b 
examined.  That  learned  author,  sect.  470,  p.  306,  adopt 
the  common  law  responsibility  of  innkeepers  from  th 
Registrum  Brevium,  105,  in  these  terms  : — ''  That,  by  th 
custom  of  the  realm,  innkeepers  are  bound  to  keep  th 
goods  and  chattels  of  their  guests  which  are  within  thei 
inns,  without  subtraction  or  loss,  by  day  or  night,  so  tha 
no  damage  shall  come  to  them  from  the  negligence  of  th< 
innkeeper  or  his  servants."  And  in  section  472(6)  he  lay 
it  down,  that  "  the  loss  of  the  goods  while  at  an  inn  will  h 
presumptive  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  inn 
keeper  or  of  his  domestics." 

Now  in  the  present  case,  when  the  plaintiff  bad  closei 
his  evidence,  the  learned  judge  thought  that  there  was  i 
presumption  of  negligence,  and  called  on  defendant  for  hii 
answer,  which  was  given  by  proof  of  such  attention  aoc 
skilful  management,  as  to  convince  the  jury  that  the  damage 
could  not  have  been  occasioned  by  the  negligence  imputed 
That  proof  took  away  the  ground  of  action  according  to  all 
the  authorities. 

The  doubt  expressed  by  Bayley  J.  in  Richmond  v 
Smiih(c)  applies  to  another  branch  of  the  doctrine. 

Rule  refused  (d), 

(a)  8  Rep.  32  a.  (c)  8  B.  &  C.  9;  S.  C.  2  M.  « 

{b)  The  sect  commences  **  But  R.  235. 

innkeepers  are  not  responsible  to  {d)  The  name  of  the  defendan 

the  same  extent  as  common  car-  in    this    case  should    have   beec 

riers."  printed  Chamney, 
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The  Queen  r.  Hunnington.  Wednadn, 

N<ro.  15tL 

On  appeal  to  the  Staffordshire  Quarter  Sessions  against  Ajmuper 

10  order  for  the  removal  of  the  wife  of  John  Parker  (who  SemenHn*»' 

hd  deserted  her),  from  the  parish  of  Rowley  Regis,  in  the  pariih,consift- 

couDtjr  of  Stafford,  to  the  township  of  Hunnington,  m  the  townships,  by 

cooBty  of  Salop,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  ^•"J'^^f  ^ 

to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case :  time  the  parish 

The  pauper's  husband  is  the  son  of  William  Parker,  and  ^^%^ 

^  done  no  act  to  gain  a  settlement  in  his  own  right ;  but  soon-    Aftei^ 

^£ither,  fVilliam  Parker,  about  the  year  1790,  was  hired  oveneenwere 

*iid  senred  for  a  year  with  one  Hawkenoood,  in  the  town-  appoint  fo/ 
.      "'  .  each  township. 

4ip  of  Hunnington,  which  at  that  time  formed  part  of  the      Held,  that 

parish  of  Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Salop.     At  the  Jjl  thereby'^''^ 
Ume  of  such  service,  and  up  to  the  year  1838,  the  parish  become  settled 
of  Hales  Owen  consisted  of  the  said  township  of  Hun-  {^^  township^ 
oiogtoD,  the  township  of  Old  bury,  and  ten  other  townships,  where  he  had 
^  in  the  county  of  Salop,  and  three  other  townships  in  the 
cioiuitj  of  Worcester.    The  three  Worcestershire  townships 
had  always  had   separate   overseers  and  supported  their 
poor,  and  managed  their  parochial  affairs  apart  from  each 
other  and  the  rest  of  the  parish,  but  that  part  of  the  parish 
of  Hales  Owen  which  is  in  the  county  of  Salop,  and  which 
Consists  of  the  township  of  Hunnington,  the  township  of 
Oldbury,  and  ten  other  townships,  formed  a  distinct  district 
f^or  the  maintenance  of  its  poor,  and  all  parochial  matters, 
tftp  to  the  year  1832,  and  was  known  as   the  parish  of 
Siales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  for  which  only  one  set 
^^f  overseers  of  the  poor  were  appointed,  namely,  four,  who 
^vere  annually  appointed  for  the  whole  of  the  said  last  men- 
tioned parish,  and  who,  together  with  the  churchwardens, 
auade  a  joint  rate,  extending  over  the  whole  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  parish,  and  which  formed  one  common  fund  for 
the  general  maintenance  and  relief  of  the  poor,  and  for  pay- 
meat  of  all  parochial  charges  for  the  last  mentioned  parish; 
but  each  of  the  said  townships,  including  Hunnington,  had 
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184S.  tainiog  their  own  poor,  did  uot,  on  a  subsequent  removal 
of  the  same  pauper  to  the  township  of  Oldbury,  estop 
^w..«  Oldbury  from  shewing  that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in 
HvvMUfOTov.  ^jj^i  particular  township.  [  Williams  J.  Rex  v.  Saighion 
on  the  Hill(a)  shews  that  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  of 
gaining  the  settlement  is  to  be  looked  to.]  He  then  referred 
to  Rex  V.  Crowland{b)  and  Rex  v.  MerevaU(c),  to  shew 
that  a  settlement  might  be  gained  in  a  place  which  had  no 
parish  officers. 

Corbett  contri.  Reg.  v.  Tipton  {d)  is  precisely  in  point, 
and  was  decided  on  the  general  ground  (without  reference 
to  Stat.  54  Geo.  3»  c.  170,  s.  3)  that  the  after-acquired  capa- 
city of  the  townships  as  places  of  settlement  did  not  relate 
back  to  antecedent  facts,  in  respect  of  which  a  settlement 
would  have  been  acquired  if  they  had  occurred  in  a  district 
then  maintaining  its  own  poor.    (He  was  then  stopped.) 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — My  remark  in  Rex  v.  Oldbuiy{e) 
was  not  adopted  by  the  other  members  of  the  Court,  and 
perhaps  was  not  sound,  as  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  there 
can  be  an  immemorial  duty  in  a  vill  to  maintain  its  own 
poor  when  it  has  no  parish  officers.     No  doubt  the  law 
applicable  to  such  cases  as  the  present  is  attended  with 
great  inconvenience.     In  Rex  v.  Saighton  on  tlie  ffiil  (a), 
the  township  in  which  the  pauper  had  last  acquired  a  set- 
tlement had  become  extinct,  yet  it  was  held  that  the  pauper 
could  not  be  removed  to  another  place,  where  he  had  been    j 
settled  previously.    The  pauper  therefore  in  that  case  could    J 
not  be  removed  at  all.     Our  decision  in  this  case  also  must   J 
occasion  inconvenience,  but  Reg.  v.  Tiplonid)  is  conclusive.  « 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    This  very  '^ 
point  was  disposed  of  in  Reg.  v.  Tipton{d)\  it  was  there  ^ 

(«)  «  B.  &  Aid.  169.  (d)  2  G.  &  D.  92. 

(6)  8B.&C.  711;  S.C.  3  M.  (e)  4  A.  &  E.  16r;  S.C.  5  N.  - 

&  U.  422.  &  M.  547. 
(c)  Burr.  S.C.  661. 
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siidthaty  before  the  separatioii  of  the  townships,  the  settle-        1843. 

menC  was  not  "  in  township  A.  or  jB.,  but  in  the  district, 

where  tloDe  it  could  be  gained,  the  parish."   So  here,  look- 

iig  back  to  the  time  when  the  settlement  was  acquired,  Huwiiikoton. 

wbere  was  the  settlement?     In  the  whole  parish. 

CoLBRiDOE  J. — I  feel  bound  by  authority;  independ- 
ently of  that,  I  should  have  doubted  on  this  question. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


Simmons  v.  Wood.  Nao!uth. 

Debt.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  (reciting  that  S'^^eStated 

(^  writ  of  summons  in  the  action  issued  in  July,  1843)  thatdefend- 

^ed,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  June,  gagecieecl 

^839,  by  a  certain  indenture,  &c.  the  defendant  covenanted  ^^^^  i*it^^*' 

.  .  June,  1839, 

^d  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  plaintiff  900/.  with  co?enanted 

^/.  per  cent,  interest,  upon  the  21st  day  of  June  then  next  an|^Jj^^j 

^osniog;  and,  after  stating  defendant's  default  in  paying  on  at  51.  per 

^lial  day,  went  on  to  say,  *'  and  there  is  now  due  and  owing  ^ij^  Juqq  then 

^Dr  and  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  gOO/.  and  interest,  a  next  ensuing; 
*  _  .       ,  ^111  that  defendant 

«atfge  8UIU  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1200/.,  whereby  an  made  default, 

hatb  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  demand  and  have  the  ^'"^  J^*'  ^^""^ 

^  was  then 

from  the  defendant.''  due  on  ac- 

Plea:  dod  est  factum,  and  issue  thereon.  s^Tsumof* 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  at  the  last  Staffordshire  900l.  and  in- 
^  "^  .      .  terest,  a  large 

Sommer  Aasizes.  sum  of  money, 

to  wit,  the  sum  of  1200^ 
Go  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  it  was  objected  that,  as  principal  and  one  year's 
iaterast  oo^  could  he  recovered  as  a  debt,  the  declaration  was  bnd  for  alleging  1200/. 
to  be  doe  on  accoaot  of  principal  and  interest.  ,    . 

Beld,  that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  declaration  that  only  one  year  s  interest  was 
4aa  oo  the  Slst  June,  1840,  though  that  was  the  day  on  which  it  was  to  be  paid ;  and 
that,  cwen  if  it  did,  it  still  appeared  that  there  was  a  good  cause  of  action  in  debt  for 
WSt,  and  die  averment  that  more  was  due  might  cither  be  rejected  as  surplusage  for 
the  doess,  or  cared  by  entering  a  remitdtur  for  such  excess. 
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Gray  moved  (a)  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  gi 
that  45/.  only,  the  amount  of  one  year's  interest,  cou 
recovered  as  a  debt,  in  addition  to  the  principal ;  th; 
count  was  therefore  bad,  as  it  demanded  1200/.,  when 
only  could  be  due ;  that  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  i 
certain,  so  that  the  videlicet  was  immaterial,  and  that, 
amount,  1200/.  were  rejected,  there  would  be  no  staU 
in  the  declaration  of  any  amount  at  all. 

Cur.  adv.  v; 


Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  c 
Court  as  follows : — This  was  a  motion  by  Mr.  Gr 
arrest  the  judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a  mor 
deed,  dated  21st  of  June,  18d9,  for  payment  of  90a 
interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  on  the  21st  of  June,  1840. 
action  was  brought  in  1843,  and  the  declaration  af 
that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  900/.  and  interest  o 
day  appointed,  but  therein  made  default,  and  that 
was  then  (at  the  time  of  the  declaration)  due  and  o 
for  and  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  900/.  and  inter 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1200/.,  wherel 
action  had  accrued  to  demand  and  have  the  same  froi 
defendant. 

It  was  said  by  Mr.  Gray^  that,  as  nothing  could  be 
vered  a$  a  debt  but  the  principal  money  and  one  y 
interest  to  June,  1840,  it  was  a  fatal  inconsistency  to  a 
that  there  was  1200/.  due  and  owing  on  account  o 
principal  money  and  interest.  But  we  do  not  think  that 
is  any  weight  in  the  objection.  In  the  first  place,  it 
not  appear  by  the  declaration  that  only  one  year's  inl 
was  due  on  the  21st  of  June,  1840,  though  that  is  th( 
on  which  it  is  to  be  paid.  But,  even  if  it  did,  that  cir 
stance  would  afford  an  answer  to  the  objection,  for  it  v 
then  appear  that  the  plainti6f  had  a  good  cause  of  a 
in  debt  to  the  amount  of  945/.,  and  his  averment  that 


{(i)  On  a  furmerdny  in  this  term 
(Nov.  2),  before  Lord  Denman  C. 


J.,  Will'wmtj  Coleridge  and  T 
mah  Js. 


The  QuBBN 
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1843.  It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  reipoDdents,  tbattb^s^^ 

above  writing  was  not  a  valid  agreement,  because  it ' 
V.  not  stamped,  nor  signed  by  the  masters,  but  the  obje 

Stoke^on-    ^*'  overruled,  and  the  writing  was  read. 
Trent.  On  the  part  of  ihe  respondents,  evidence  was  offered  too3 

shew  that  an  universal  custom  prevailed  among  china  ma^.aK  i 
nufacturers  to  allow  holidays  at  certain  fixed  times  in  tbe^  cd 
year  to  the  platers  and  dishers,  and  that  at  these  times  the^s:! 
latter  could,  notwithstanding  the  above  writing  in  the  book  .aV^ 
absent  themselves  from  their  work  without  their  masters'^K^m 
permission.  The  evidence  was  objected  to  as  inadmissiblegjfc  S 
and  was  rejected. 

The  pauper  was  called  by  the  appellants,  and  provei^t 
that  he  was  hired  by  and  served  Messrs.  Boume  &  Co.  j 
nearly  two  years,  from  the   Uth  November,  1815,  as  a 

plater;  that  during  that  period  he  had  bis  Sundays  to  hioEa^Hi* 
self,  doing  no  work  on  those  days ;  that  he  absented  himse^^slf 
from  his  work  at  Easter  for  two  or  three  days,  and  at  i 
wakes,  and  in  August,  and  that  after  these  holidays 
returned  to  his  work.  The  pauper  also  proved  that 
always  had  work  of  his  masters  that  he  might  have  doa 
on  the  play-days. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents,  the  following  questkc^^^ 
was  asked  the  pauper: — ''At  the  time  of  the  hiring  ^^'   ^^ 
signing  the  book,  was  any  thing  said  as  to  the  holidays  ^^     ^ 
Sundays,  that  you  were  to  have  to  yourself?"    This  que^'^^'* 
tion  was  objected  to,  as  being  a  contradiction  of  the 
of  the  writing  in  the  book ;  also  the  following  question  :- 
''  Is  it  the  custom  of  persons  employed  in  the  trade  of  i 
and  plate  makers,  under  such  a  contract  as  this,  to  ha? 
certain  holidays  in  the  course  of  the  year,  and  the  SunAuy^^^ 
to  themselves  i"    This  question  was  objected  to,  on  th  '-^ 
ground  that  evidence  of  the  custom  of  the  trade  was  inacK^ 
missible.     The  objections  to   both   the   questions   wer^ 
allowed  by  the  Court. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  first, 
whether  the  writing  in  the  book  was  an  agreement  which 
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bt  to  have  been  received  bj  the  Court?     Secondly,  i84s. 

^^^tber,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  evidence  was  ad-  ^"^v^ 

'^•ft^sible  to  shew  an  universally  prevailing  custom  among  9. 


manufacturers  to  allow  platers  and  dishers  holidays  Inl^^l^^^nts  of 
.    ^         .  Stokb-dpoh- 

oertain  fixed  times  of  the  year  i  Trimt. 

Thirdly,  whether  the  questions  above  stated,  or  any  of 

em,  were  admissible  ? 

If  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  writing  was  an 

reement  that  ought  to  have  been  received,  and  that  the 

"vidence  of  the  custom  was  inadmissible,  and  that  the  ques- 

were  improper,  then  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  con« 

but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 

evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  received,  or  that 

of  the  custom  was  admissible,  or  that  either  of 

questions  was  proper,  then  the  Court  of  Quarter  Ses- 

to  rehear  the  appeal. 


Godkm  end  Whiimort  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
OHie  only  point  argued  was  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
I  which  were  rejected  by  the  sessions.)  According 
t  the  written  terms  of  the  contract,  a  service  under  it  for 
'  woold  confer  a  settlement;  but,  if  an  express  excep- 
I  of  holidays  from  the  period  be  ingrafted  upon  the  con- 
^■^act,  no  settlement  could  be  gained  under  it:  Rex  v.  St. 
-rf^g]ies(a),  Rexv.Horwich{b).  The  first  question,  there- 
clearly  inadmissible,  as  its  object  was  to  vary  the 
instrument. 

The  second  question  also,  whether  under  such  a  contract 
^  was  not  the  custom  of  the  trade  for  the  men  to  have  cer- 
tain hotideys  was  also  inadmissible,  and  for  the  same  reason 
^■d  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  already  cited.  [Colt" 
fUge  J.  Suppose  absences  from  work  to  be  proved,  would 
1st  evidence  be  admissible  to  shew  whether  they  were 
jeferaUe  to  agreement  or  to  custom?]  It  would  not,  for 
the  question  would  still  be  open,  whether  the   master 

(•)  Borr.  S.  C.  671.  (b)  10  East,  489 
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1843.  It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of     jsences  are  suffici^ 

^!T^      above  writing  was  not  a  falW      .ne  case  that  the  >%' 

V.  not  stamped,  nor  signed  b^        the  absences  referabl 

SS^poN-^  ^*'  overruled,  and  the  wr'        he  terms  of  the  instrui 

Trent.  On  the  part  of  the  *       .laster  might  have  enforced  1 

shew  that  an  univer      ^e  for  the  entire  year,  exclusi 

nufacturers  to  allr    ^^avs.     This  shews  that  the  cor 

year  to  the  pla*  y^  ind  not  merely  explained,  by  engn 

latter  could,     vrirsCom  upon  it. 

absent  tb   ^r 

permis'     ,  /je  and  E.  Yardley  contri.     Every  contrt 

and       ^^g  implied  exceptions :  I  NoL  P.  L.  377  (4th 

^gfidence  of  a  custom  regulating  the  matter  to  * 

instrument  relates,  may  be  admitted  to  annex  '  inci 

^^*  though  no  allusion  to  any  custom  be  made  i 

^fiiingf  provided  the  custom  be  not  inconsistent  witl 

2  pAilL  Ev.  764  (8th  ed.).     Did  the  proposed  qu< 

ihen,  as  to  custom,  tend  to  any  thing  inconsistent  wii 

contract?    The  contract  is  merely  to  work  from  si 

date  to  such  a  date,  and  does  not  exclude  the  state  of  I 

supposed  by  the  questions.     It  is  said  that  the  fact  c 

pauper  returning  after  absences  shews  there  was  a  di 

sation,  but  that  is  not  so,  for  it  might  be  that  wages 

deducted  after  each  absence. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — If  evidence  of  the  custon 
been  admitted,  it  might  have  convinced  the  session 
no  master  or  workman  would  have  entered  into  such  i 
tract,  unless  on  the  understanding  that  the  custom  c 
trade  with  respect  to  holidays  was  to  be  imported  int 
contract.  The  evidence  then  would  not  contradic 
written  contract,  for  the  contract  is  not  merely  to 
from  one  term  to  another,  but  to  work  at  a  particular 
and  the  custom  of  the  trade  might  well  serve  to  explai 
contract.  I  think  the  sessions  were  wrong  in  rej< 
the  questions.     The  case  must  go  back  to  be  reheard 

[His  Lordship  then  condemned  the  practice  of  su 
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ting  a  case  to  this  Court  id  such  a  form  that  its  decision        1843. 
oouMnot  be  final  (a).] 


)^  '  "*  The  Queen 

Patteson  J.— The  contract  was  general,  and  probably  ^nhabiranu  of 
^Ms  made  with  reference  to  the  custom.     If  the  contract       Trent. 
^ud  been  to  serve  day  by  day,  the  evidence  of  custom  with 
Respect  to  holidays  would  have  contradicted  the  contract, 
-^^vt  it  was  in  general  terms,  specifying  merely  the  com- 
^^^  encement  and  the  determination  of  the  term  of  service. 
^K^e  evidence  was  therefore  not  inconsistent  with  the  con- 
^-■"^ctf  and  should  have  been  admitted. 

Williams  J.-— There  was  no  stipulation  as  to  the  hours 
^ci^f  work,  so  as  to  shew  expressly  that  during  every  portion 
^^€  the  period  of  service  the  servant  was  to  be  under  the 
vlomiDion  of  the  master.  If  any  presumption  may  be  made 
^Jsat  the  parties  to  such  a  contract  would  proceed  with  re- 
ference to  the  custom^  on  account  of  its  general  reception 
in  the  trade,  the  evidence  should  have  been  admitted. 

Coleridge  J. — It  is  commonly  understood,  I  believe, 
iJiat  in  contracts  of  this  kind  evidence  may  be  given  of  the 
custom  of  trade,  on  the  ground  that  it  may  be  fairly  pre- 
sumed from  the  notoriety  of  the  custom  that  parties  con- 
^raa  with  reference  to  it,  although  nothing  to  that  effect  is 
^3ipressed.  I  do  not  therefore  see  how  the  evidence  could 
Contradict  the  contract. 

Case  sent  back  to  the  Sessions  to  be  reheard. 


{ 


(•)  See  Beg.  r.  Wittom,  1  O.  &  D.  681,  and  Reg.  v.  KeUeven,  ante, 
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TAiiridflry,  The  QuEEN  r.  Burnby. 

XfOV.  89ra. 

ByS  &4  WUL  SiR  F.  POLLOCK  A.  G.,  on  the  first  day  of  this  term. 

n  person        '  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  indictment  in  this 

™^h  bff^  ^^*^®  prosecution  should  not  be  quashed,  or  why  all  further  pro- 

tiuy  surveyor     ceedings  upon  the  same  should  not  be  stayed. 

geneiS^ofthe       '^^^  affidavits   in   support  of  the   rule   stated  that  in 

customs,  on      December  last  a  bill  of  indictment  against  the  defendants 

by  him  for        f^^  Perjury   was   found   at  the  Central  Criminal  Court.      ^ 

ascertaining     fhe  indictment  alleged  the  perjury  to  have  been  committed    M 

the  truth  of       .  _  ^.  ,        .  ^  . ^ 

facts  relative    in  certaui  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  before  one  oi^ , 

or  the  conduct  ^^®  surveyors-general  of  the  customs,  on  an  inquiry  into  the 


of  officers  conduct  of  a  landing  waiter.  The  indictment  was  remov< 
therem^is  ^y  ^^^^tiorari  into  this  Court,  and  came  on  for  trial  at  tb^ 
made  liable  to  London  Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term,  when  the  Attorney- -^^^ 
penalties  of  General,  who  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  defendant,  withK:^^ 
^ir'a  &  4  ^^^  ^^'  ^"  ^^^  ground  that  it  had  not  been  instituted  in  th  m:V^| 
Wid.  4,  c.  53,  name  of  the  Attorney-General,  nor  preferred  under  tlmM^^l 
indictment^  directions  of  the  Commissioners  of  customs  or  excise,  nc^m^at 
shall  be  pre-  commenced  in  the  name  of  some  officer  of  castoms  ^  o 
commenced,     excise,  under  the  direction  of   the  said  Commissioner^ en 

forthe  reco-     respectively,  as  required  by  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  a 

very  of  any 

penalty  or        1 W  {a).     The  affidavits  stated  that  the  proceedings  hr  Minad 

d^'^^thi         "^^  ^^^  authorised  according  to  the  above  provision. 

any  other  act, 

relating  to  the       (a)  Stat.  3  &  4  ^t//.  4,  c.  51,  s.      like  eiaminatioos    and  inqiiiraK  iriet 

customs  or        gg  enacts,  "  that  upon  examina-      made  by  the  collector  and  im       "nn- 

excise,  (except    ,  j  •       •  •  j    .  .,       /  .     .    •»  . .  j 

in  the  case  of  ^^^^^  °""  inquiries  made  by  any  troUerof  any  out-port  in  the Umr  .^  ited 
persons  de-  surveyor-general  of  the  customs,  or  Kingdom,  or  of  any  port  in  the  I^C^  I*le 
tained  and  any  inspector-general  of  the  cus-  of  Man,  or  made  by  any  perton^r^ui  or 
carried  before  toms,  for  ascertaining  the  truth  of  persons  in  any  of  the  British  |C^B[  P'*" 
iustices^in*^  facts  relative  to  the  customs,  or  sessions  abroad,  appointed  by  ^  tht 
pursuance  of  ^he  conduct  of  officers  or  persons  commissioners  of  his  majet^-^^^*^j's 
this  act,)  employed  therein,  and  upon  the      customs  to  make  such  exami  .f  -tfina- 

unless  such  suit 

shall  be  commenced  '*in  the  name  of  the  attorney-general,  or  under  the  directions  of  ^  ™e 
commissioners  of  customs  or  excise,  or  in  the  name  of  one  of  their  officers,  under  thfl' -=^ir 
directions/'  The  Court  refused  summarily  to  interfere  by  quashing  an  indictment  ui»  ^widcr 
the  first  mentioned  section,  or  b^  staying  the  proceedings,  where  it  appeared  that  ^^ 

indictment  had  not  been  nuthonsed  under  the  last  mentioned  section. 
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ibuTH,  M.  Chambers,  and  Poulden,  now  shewed 
It  is  eotirel;  io  the  discretion  of  the  Court  whether 
to  quash  an  indictmenti  and  the  Court  will  not  quash 
ctment  except  for  insufficiency  on  the  face  of  it,  or 
under  any  circumstances  in  a  case  of  perjury.  The 
mt  should  either  plead  or  demur,  if  the  objection  is 
On  this  point  they  referred  to  Com.  Dig.  Indict- 
H.) ;  Rex  f •  Johmon  (a) ;  Rex  Belion  (6). 


368 


1848. 


d  ioquirieSy  any  person 
1  before  him  or  them  as  a 
hall  deliver  his  testimony 

to  be  administered  by 
the  sunreyors-general,  or 
he  inspectors-general,  or 
edor  and  controller,  or 
9on  or  persons  as  shall 
bim,  aiid  who  are  hereby 
d  to  administer  such  oath  ; 
jcb  person  shall  be  con- 
f  malting  a  false  oath 
any  of  the  fiu;ts  so  tes- 

oath,  or  of  giving  false 

CD  his  examination  on 
>rc  any  of  the  sunreyors- 
r  inspectors-general  of  the 

or  such  collector  and 
r,  or  such  person  or  per- 

conformity  to  the  direc- 
this  act,  every  such  person 
:ted  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
{oilty  of  perjury,  and  shall 

to  the  pains  and  penalties 
b  persons  are  liable  for 
id  corrupt  perjury." 
)ft4TFi//.4,c.6S,s.  112, 
*  Tbat  no  indictment  shall 
rred,  or  suit  commenced, 
ecovery  of  any  penalty  or 
B  under  this  or  any  other 
tog  to  the  customs  or  ex- 
cept in  the  cases  of  persons 
I  and  carried  before  one  or 
itioss  in  pursuance  of  this 
lets  sach  suit  shall  be  com- 


menced in  the  name  of  his  Majes- 
ty's Attorney-General,  or  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord  Advocate  of 
Scotland,  or  unless  such  indictment 
shall  be  preferred  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Commissioners  of  his 
Majesty's  Customs  or  Excise,  or 
unless  such  suit  shall  be  com- 
menced in  the  name  of  some  offi- 
cer of  customs  or  excise,  under  the 
direction  of  the  said  commissioners 
respectively." 

Section  113  of  the  same  act 
enacts,  ^^  That  if  any  prosecution 
whatever  shall  be  commenced  for 
the  recovery  of  any  fine,  penalty, 
or  forfeiture  incurred  under  this 
or  any  other  act  relating  to  the 
customs  or  excise,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  his  Majesty's  Attomey- 
General)  or  for  the  Lord  Advocate 
of  Scotland,  if  he  is  satisfied  that 
such  fine,  penalty  or  forfeiture,  was 
incurred  without  any  intention  of 
fraud,  or  that  it  is  inexpedient  to 
proceed  in  the  said  prosecution,  to 
stop  all  further  proceedings  by 
entering  a  nolle  prosequi,  or  other- 
wise, on  such  information,  as  well 
with  respect  to  the  share  of  such 
fine,  penalty,  or  forfeiture,  to  which 
any  ofhcer  or  officers  may  be  enti- 
tled, as  to  the  King's  share  thereof." 

(fl)  1  Wils.  395. 

(6)  1  Salk.  372. 
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1843.  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.   1 12,  which  requires  that 

rrS^'X^^      every  indictment  shall  be  prosecuted   under  the  authority 
V,  therein  mentioned,  applies  only  to  proceedings  for  pecu- 

niary  penalties. 

Sir  jF.  Pollock  A.  G.,  Thesiger,  Jervis,  and  F.  Pollock, 
contra.  This  application  is  either  to  quash  the  indictment, 
or  to  stay  the  proceedings.  It  may  be  most  important  that 
the  evidence  taken  before  the  officers  of  the  customs  should 
not  be  made  public ;  the  inquiry  before  them  is  not  con- 
stituted for  judicial  purposes,  but  in  aid  of  a  particulai 
department  of  the  public  service,  and  it  is  necessary  thai 
they  should  be  able  to  control  any  proceedings  that  arise 
out  of  such  an  inquiry.  Section  1 12  was  clearly'directed  tc 
all  proceedings  whether  by  way  of  indictmenty  or  with  ■ 
view  to  mere  punishment  by  way  of  suit  for  penalty,  ada 
the  section  is  to  be  read  with  a  stop  after  the  word  "  prei 
ferred/'  and  the  word  ''  suit"  only  to  be  read  in  connectiov 
with  the  words  *'  for  the  recovery  of  any  penalty  or  foH 
feiture.*'  In  the  cases  cited  against  the  present  applicatioin 
it  was  the  defendant  who  moved  to  quash  the  iDdictmenti 
in  this  case  the  application  is  made  by  those  who  are  exclu 
sively  authorised  to  prosecute.  IColeridge  J.  Section  Hi 
seems  to  assume  that  the  indictment  must  state  that  it  ha 
been  duly  authorised,  for  it  provides  that  in  any  proceedings^ 
*'  the  averment  that  the  commissioners.  Sec,  have  directed 
&c.,  such  proceedings,  &c.,  shall  be  sufficient  withoi^ 
proof,  &c.,  of  such  fact,  &c.,  unless  the  defendant  in  such  cas 
shall  prove  the  contrary.*']  It  may  be  said  that  the  Attorne,^ 
General  may  interfere  by  nolle  prosequi ;  but  this  woufi 
not  be  a  discreet  exercise  of  his  power;  it  is  much  bett»J 
that  the  proceedings  should  be  stayed  by  a  court  of  justice 
than  by  a  public  officer  summarily,  and  as  it  were  ex  par9' 
[Wighlman  J.  referred  to  section  27  of  the  former  act,  wi5 
respect  to  a  prosecution  for  forgery,  and  to  section  53 
the  later  act,  with  respect  to  the  proceedings  against  p^ 
sons  making  signals  to  smugglers.] 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  there  are         i84d. 
^greaty  not  to  say  insurmountablei  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
Mim  application.     By  the  29th  section  of  the  former  act,  a 
&  lability  is  created  generally  to  the  pains  and  penalties  of      Burmby. 

perjury ;  and  I  am  not  sure  that  the  112th  section,  which 
^^wequires  proceedings  to  be  instituted  under  special  autho- 
^svity,  is  applicable  to  an  indictment  for  perjury  under  the 
:^Dnner  section ;  the  section  rather  appears  to  me  to  apply 
"Vo  offences  directly  against  the  customs  and  excise  laws. 
— If  it  was  necessary  that  this  prosecution  should  be  instituted 
'Xiy  authority,  I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be  necessary 
^^hat  the  indictment  should  aver  the  fact  of  such  authority. 
^f,  however,  the  averment  is  necessary,  we  need  not  inter- 
:^ere,  for  the  objection  may  be  taken  in  arrest  of  judgment. 
^As  to  staying  the  proceedings,  that  is  a  matter  for  our  dis- 
^^etioD,  and  I  think  we  ought  not  to  take  such  a  step.     If 
"^here  is  anything  like  oppression  or  conspiracy  in  the  pro- 
^lecution,  the  Attorney-General  may  stay  the  proceedings, 
liy  exercising  his  ordinary   control  over  prosecutions.     I 
^;ree  that  he  should  be  loth  to  interfere  where  his  inter- 
ference might  deprive  any  person  of  the  opportunity  of 
"vindicating  his  character.     But,  if  this  objection  to  a  sum- 
naiy  interference  applies  to  him^  it  applies  to  us  in  a  ten- 
fold degree,  for  he  has  means  of  information  for  his  guidance 
nhich  are  not  open  to  us.     I  hardly  think  that  any  case 
could  be  laid  before  me  on  affidavit,  so  as  to  induce  me  to 
ioterfere. 

Williams  J. — The  question  is  confined  within  narrow 
limits,  namely,  whether  the  defendant,  assuming  that  he 
both  deserves  and  requires  protection,  should  obtain  it  at  the 
hands  of  the  Attorney-General  or  of  the  Court.  The  per- 
jury, if  committed  at  all,  has  no  doubt  been  committed 
under  peculiar  circumstances,  inasmuch  as  the  power  to 
administer  the  oath  is  a  special  power  given  by  the  act,  but 
it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  the  perjury  may  not  have 
been  marked  by  the  greatest  malignity.     Why,  therefore, 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  B  B 


V 


BUBXBY. 


366  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN's  BENCH, 

1843.        should  the  ungracious  task  of  interferiDg  to  stay  this  pro-  —4 

J^           secution  be  cast  upon  the  Court  i     If  the  CommissioDers  ^^ 

«.           ascertain  that  the  prosecution  is  oppressive,  they  can  apply  ^i 
to  the  Attorney-General  for  a  remedy. 

Coleridge  J. — This  is  an  indictment  for  a  very  grave  ^^r. 
offence,  and  the  spirit  of  all  the  authorities  is,  that  an  in*  •^mrnm 
dictment  should  never  be  quashed  where  the  propriety  of%^ 
such  a  course  is  open  to  the  least  doubt.  Can  it  be  saidJ^f  ja 
that  there  is  no  doubt  in  this  case  i  I  think  the  case  isBX  s 
within  the  112th  section  of  the  statute,  but  still  I  have^^rjB 
doubts  on  the  subject.  Again,  a  question  has  been  raiiedb^fl 
whether  the  leave  to  institute  the  prosecution,  if  the  case  imi  £ 
within  that  section,  should  not  be  averred  in  the  iDdictineQt.»^css 
I  have  doubts  on  that  point  also,  which  are  sufficient  to^^ 
make  me  unwilling  to  interfere.  By  declining  to  interfere^^"*  * 
we  do  no  injustice,  for,  if  the  leave  of  the  Commissionem«»i 
or  other  officer  is  necessary  to  make  this  prosecution  legM^m^ 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  defendant  has  other  modes  open  tm^  m 
him  of  setting  the  matter  right.  If  this  proceeding  hmMB^M 
been  taken  behind  the  backs  of  those  who  alone  could  giv^^^rf  3; 
authority  for  its  institution,  it  is  the  very  case  in  which  th»cf  ^ 
Attorney- General  should  act  on  his  own  responsibility,  wmmmMm 
not  call  on  us  to  interfere. 

WiOHTMAN  J. — The  arguments  in  support  of  this  ruWM^'T\ 
would  equally  apply  to  a  prosecution  for  forgery,  under  tlmM^  t 
27th  section  of  the  earlier  act.  Such  a  forgery  might  proTK^^i 
duce  the  most  mischievous  effects  to  a  third  person,  anrv^va 
yet,  according  to  the  argument  for  the  prosecution,  it  migW^S  "8 
be  stopped  by  the  summary  interference  of  this  Court. 

Rule  discharges  ^^"^i 
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The  Queen  v.  BaMBER.  Wedneiday, 

r  Nov.  \btL 

Indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  road.    The  indict-  indictment  in 

ment  i Uted,  that  from  time  whereof.  Sic.  there  was  and  yet  ^®  common 

,       ,,.,.,  ...       ^  .      formfornotrc- 

if  a  certam  common  and  public  highway,  leading  from  the  pairing  a  high- 

Jiamlet  and  village  of  Blackpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  ^^^^q^J^i^"^ 

towardf  and  unto  the  hamlet  and  village  of  Bispham  with  liability  ra- 

liTorbreck,  in  the  said  county,  used  for  and  by  all  the  liege  ^"^^AVi^is? 

fobjecta,  Sur.  with  their  horses,  carts  and  carriages,  at  their  verdict  found 

free  will,  &c.    And  that  a  certain  part  of  the  said  common  ant's  land  ad- 

aod  public  highway,  lying  and  being  in  the  township  of  J^^"®^  ^^^  *®f > 
.  .  "^         that  anciently 

Layton  with  Warbreck,  in  the  said  county,  commencing  at  a  highway 

a  certaio  gate  in  the  road  there,  abutting  on  the  boundary  x^^lH^^^^ 

between  the  township  of  Bispham  with  Norbreck  aforesaid,  defendant's 

tod  the  township  of  Layton  with  Warbreck,  and  extending  \^^  repaired 

from  thence  in  a  southerly  direction  within  the  township  of  ^^>  ^^'>  ^^^^ 

T  .  ,    ««r    •        1      /•       I  i.  .  .     *  within  living 

Layton  with  Warbreck,  for  the  space  of  131  yards,  and  of  memory  the 

the  length  of  131  yards,  and  of  the  breadth  of  6  yards,  on  "oachlTMd 

tke  1st  of  June,  1842,  and  from  thence  until,  &c.  was  and  that  the  an- 

yet  is  very  ruinous,  broken  and  in  great  decay  for  want  of  ^^arcovVred^ 

doe  restoration,  reparation  and  amendment  of  the  same,  so  by  the  sea; 

that  the  liege  subjects,  &c.  could  not  go,  return,  &c.    And  ant's  predeces- 

Aat  Thomoi  Bamber  the  younirer,  of  the  township  of  Lay-  ^^^  had  from 

lime  to  time 
ton  with  Warbreck  aforesaid,  by  reason  of  his  tenure  of  gradually  re- 
certain  lands  and  tenements  situate  in  the  township  of  Lay-  "?oved  the  an- 

\  ^     cient  highway 

ton  with  Warbreck  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  called  as  the  sea  en- 

the  Gyn,  ought  to  repair  and  amend  that  part  of  the  high-  ap^rojnied^ 

way  aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid  being  ruinous,  broken  and  in  o^^^i*  P^^ts  of 

decay,  when  and  so  often  as  there  should  and  might  be  the  site  of  a 

occasion,  and  that  the  said  defendant  had  not  done  the  same.  ^>g^*^*y»  f?  f* 

to  keep  a  high- 
Plea  :  not  guilty.  way  along  the 

sea  coast,  and 
tUt  they  bad  always  repaired  such  highway;  that  the  highway  mentioned  in  the  indict- 
■NBt  passed  over  a  different  part  of  the  estate  from  that  formerly  occupied  by  any  part 
of  the  ancient  road ;  that  the  sea  had  shortly  before  the  Bnding  of  the  indictment  made 
an  encroachment  and  washed  away  part  of  the  highway  alleged  to  be  out  of  repair,  and 
wiibed  away  lai^e  quantities  of  the  earth,  so  that  the  residue  of  the  road  was  too  narrow 
forpassage,  and  was  made  to  stand  at  the  edge  of  a  precipitous  bank  of  about  seventy  feet. 
ndit  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment. 

B  B  2 


The  Queen 
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Tbe  indiclment  was  tried  at  the  quarter  sessions  for 
Lancashire,  in  January,  1843,  and  the  following  special 
V.  verdict  was  returned : 

iSAMBEB.  That  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to 

the  contrary,  there  have  been  and  still  are  (except  and  sub- 
ject as  hereinafter  mentioned)  certain   ancient  lands  and 
tenements,  situate  in  the  township  of  Layton  with  War* 
breck  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  called  the  Gyn, 
being  the  same  lands  and  tenements  in  the  said  indictment 
mentioned,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  Thomas  Bamber  the 
younger's   tenure  whereof    it   is   by  the   said   indictment 
supposed  that  the  said  Thomas  Bamber  the  younger  ought 
to   restore,  repair  and   amend  the  said   part  of  the  said 
highway,  so  being  ruinous  broken  and  in  decay  as  afore- 
said; and   the  same   ancient  lands   and   tenements   have 
during   all   the   time   aforesaid   belonged  unto  and   been 
holden  by  the  same  Thomas  Bamber  the  younger,  and  those 
whose  estate  he  now  hath,  and  at  the  taking  of  the  said 
indictment  had,  of  and  in  the  same,  and  still  belong  to  and 
are  holden  by  the  same  Thomas  Bamber  the  younger  (ex- 
cept and  subject  to  as  hereinafter  mentioned);  but  that  the 
same  township  of  Layton  with  Warbreck  adjoins  to  the 
seacoast  and  is  liable  to  encroachments  by  the  sea,  and  that 
the  sea  has  from  time  to  time,  within  living  memory,  made 
encroachments  in  and  upon  the  said  ancient  lands  and 
tenements,  and  carried  away  the  soil  and  earth  of  the  same, 
so  that  part  of  the  same  space  auciently  occupied  by  the 
said  ancient  lauds  and  tenements  wasi  at  the  time  of  the 
taking  of  the  said  indictment,  and  now  is,  occupied  by  the 
sea ;  and  that  there  was  from  time  immemorial  and  now  is 
(except  and  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned)   a  certain 
ancient  common  and  public  highway,  leading  and  used  as 
in  the  said  indictment  mentioned,  and  part  whereof  passed 
and  passes  over  the  said  ancient  lands  and  tenements ;  and 
that  from  time  immemorial  (subject  and  except  as  afore- 
said,  and   as   hereinafter    mentioned)    the   same   Thomas 
Bamber  the  younger,  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  now 
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hiib,  and  at  the  taking  of  the  said  indictment  had,  of  and        1843. 
io  die  said  ancient  lands  and  tenenientSi  have  restored,  re- 
paired and  amended,  and  ought  of  right  to  have  restored, 
repaired  and  amended,  and  he  the  said  Thomas  Bamber     Bambeb. 
tbe  younger  ought  now  to  repair  and  amend  so  much  of  the 
stme  highway  as  passes  or  passed  over  the  said  ancient 
lauds  and  tenements,  and  that  the  encroachments  of  the 
lea  have,  within  living  memory,  from  time  to  time  extended 
into  and  over  the  said  ancient  highway,  so  that  a  portion 
of  the  land  over  which  the  same  ancient  highway  went, 
now  is,  and  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  said  indictment 
was,  covered  by  the  sea  and  impassable.    Wherefore  those 
whose  estate  the  same  Thoma%  Bamber  the  younger  now 
htth  as  aforesaid  have  from  time  to  time  gradually  removed 
tbe  same  ancient  highway  and  appropriated  other  parts  of 
the  said  ancient  lands  and  tenements  for  the  site  thereof, 
10  as  to  keep  the  same  along  but  on  the  landward  side  of 
tbe  seacoast,  and  so  that  the  public  have  had  the  uninter- 
ropted  use  of  a  road  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  ancient 
highway,  and  that  the  same  road  hath  always  been  repaired 
by  the  said  Thomas  Bamber  the  younger,  and  those  whose 
estate  he  bath  as  aforesaid,  as  or  in  lieu  of  so  much  of  the 
said  ancient  highway ;  and  that  the  said  part  of  the  said 
common  or  public  highway  mentioned  in  the  said  indict- 
ment, and  supposed  thereby  to  be  ruinous,  broken  and  in 
decay,  was  at  that  time,  when  the  same  is  by  tbe  same  in- 
dictment supposed  so  to  be  ruinous,  broken  and  in  decay, 
and  still  is,  part  of  the  said  ancient  highway  so  going  and 
passing  over  the  said  ancient  lands  and  tenements  called 
the  Gyn,  and  used  by  the  public  as  aforesaid,  though  going 
and  passing  over  a  different  part  of  the  same  ancient  lands 
and  tenements  from  that  formerly  occupied  by  any  part  of 
the  said  ancient  road  and  now  occupied  by  the  sea  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  in  the  month  of  March  last  the  sea  made 
an  encroachment  in  and  upon  the  same  part  of  the  said 
common  and  public  highway  so  supposed  by  the  said  in- 
dictment to  be  ruinous,  broken  and  in  decay,  and  washed 
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1843.        of  the  parish  as  to  a  road  so  in  existence  and  requiring 

^"^"^^      repair,  I  do  not  think  they  are  defaulters  on  this  evidence. 

The  Queen     ^,       '  •  r    ,  •  r  i  r 

v.  i  be  interruption  of  the  passage  is  not  from  the  want  of 

Bamber.      repair,  but  from  the  sea  having  washed  away  the  wall  or 

embankment ;  and  there  is  no  longer  any  thing  for  them  to 

repair.    I  do  not  think  they  are  liable  to  rebuild  the  wall." 

Baines  contra.  It  is  not  necessary  either  to  aver  or  to 
prove  that  the  highway  is  immemorial :  Rex  v.  Stoughion{a). 
The  precise  road  which  a  person  is  called  on  to  repair  need 
not  have  existed  from  time  immemorial.  If  another  road 
has  been  substituted  for  the  old  road,  the  liability  will  attach 
to  the 'substituted  road.  A  highway  may  be  changed  by 
act  of  God ;  and  with  respect  to  rivers,  if  water,  which  has 
been  an  ancient  highway,  change  its  course  and  go  over 
different  ground  from  that  whereon  it  used  to  run,  yet  the 
highway  continues  in  the  new  channel  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  old :  Hawk.  P.  C.{b),  bk.  I,  c.  S2,  s.  4.  Primi 
facie  the  frontager  is  bound  to  defend  against  the  sea, 
and  he  may  be  indicted  if  he  neglects  to  do  so;  and  the 
mere  ownership  of  a  bank  is  a  sufficient  warrant  to  impose 
the  charge  of  repairs  on  a  person  without  prescription: 
Callis  on  Sew.  115.  [ffightman  J.  The  indictment  does 
not  allege  that  defendant  was  bound  to  keep  the  sea  out.] 
It  should  have  been  shewn  in  defence,  if  it  forms  any 
defence  at  all,  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  the  sea. 
[Coleridge  J.  The  liability  to  repair  the  substituted  road 
seems  to  differ  from  the  liability  charged  in  the  indictment. 
Is  the  defendant  to  repair  the  old  road  or  to  make  a  new 
one?]  To  repair  the  old.  [Coleridge  J.  How  can  that 
liability  attach  on  the  new  road  ?]  If  the  public  take  to 
the  new  road,  it  does  not  lie  in  the  defendant's  mouth  to  say 
it  is  not  the  road  which  he  is  liable  to  repair.  It  does  not 
appear  in  this  case  that  ordinary  prudence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  might  not  have  prevented  the  mischief;  if  it 

(a)  2  Wms.  Saund.  158  a,  n.  (4),  6th  ed.  (5)  Curwood  s  ed. 
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migbt,  the  defendant  is  liable :  Keighley^s  case  (a).     It  is  1843. 

tkereforc  not  like  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Paul{b\  where  the  ^■^"v^^ 

defendants  could  not  have  repaired  without  trespassing  on  9. 
the  property  of  others. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  so  much  of  the 
fict  that  the  old  line  is  gone ;  but  it  appears  that  the  earth 
itself  has  been  swept  away.  What  authority  is  there  for 
ttjiog  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  create  a  new  earth  ? 

Williams,  Coleridge  and  Wiohtman  Js.  concurred. 


(a)  10  Rep.  139. 


Judgment  reversed. 
(6)  3  M.  &  Rob.  SOr. 


Oliphant  v.  Bayley. 

Assumpsit  for  the  price  of  a  two-colour  printing 
machine  and  apparatus  connected  therewith.  Plea:  non 
assumpsit. 

At  the  trial  before  CresswellJ  ,  at  the  Liverpool  Summer 
Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  patentee  of 
a  machine  called  **  Oliphant's  Patent  Two-colour  Printing 
Machine,**  for  the  purpose  of  printing  calico  with  two 
colours.  This  machine  had  been  exhibited  and  was  known, 
and  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  himself  seen  it  on  the 
plaintiff's  premises,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  it  was  working 
at  the  time.  The  defendant  having  applied  to  the  plaintifi* 
respectingasimilar  machine  to  be  put  up  on  his  own  premises, 
the  plaintiff  answered  by  the  following  written  proposal :  *'  I 
undertake  to  make  you  a  two-colour  printing  machine  on  my 
patent  principle."  (The  proposal  then  stated  the  price,  dimen- 
sions, 8cc.)  The  machine  was  accordingly  ordered  by  the  de- 
fendant and  put  up,  together  with  a  certain  apparatus  con- 
nected with  it.     The  defence  was,  that  the  machine  turned 


ThundaVt 
Nov.  wih. 

Where  defend- 
ant orders  of 
plaintiff  a 
machine,  pre- 
viously known 
and  ascertain- 
ed, for  which 
plaintiff  had  a 
patent,  it  is  no 
answer  to  an 
action  for  the 
price  of  the 
machine,  that 
it  did  not  an- 
swer the  par- 
pose  specified 
in  the  patent, 
although  it 
is  not  shewn 
that  the  de- 
fendant had 
had  previous 
opportunities 
of  exercising 
his  judgment 
as  to  the  use* 
fulness  of  the 
machine. 
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1843.  out  useless,  as  the  colours  ran  together.  The  learoed  judj 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  as  to  the  machine,  whether  it  wi 
a  previously  known  and  ascertained  article ;  as  to  the  ai 
paratus,  whether  it  was  put  up  in  accordance  with  tl 
defendant's  directions.  If  they  found  these  questions  affi 
mativelyi  the  verdict  to  be  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  respedi 
portions  of  the  claim*    Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Wortley  {a)  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mi 
direction.    There  was  no  proof  in  this  case  that  the  dl 
fendant  knew  anything  of  the  character  or  value  of  t: 
machine ;  he  had  had  no  opportunity  of  forming  a  jui 
ment  respecting  it>  and  relied  on  the  judgment  of  the  sell 
The  principle  laid  down  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Brown 
Edgington{b)   consequently   applies:  ''When   the   bu^j 
relies  on  the  judgment  of  the  seller,  and  informs  him  of  ** 
particular  use  to  which  the  article  is  to  be  applied,  it  sees 
to  me  that  the  trc:nsaction  carries  with  it  an  implied  wa 
ranty  that  the  thing  purchased  shall  be  fit  and  proper 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  designed :"  Shepherd  v.  M 
bus  (c),  Jones  v.  Bright  (d).    It  is  not  precisely  the  case 
a  warranty,  but  it  is,  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  a  breadv 
contract,  in  not  making  the  thing  he  promises  to  make, 
an  article  useful  for  a  particular  purpose.    If,  indeed, 
question  had  been  left  to  the  jury,  whether  they  belie^ 
that  the  defendant  acted  on  his  own  judgment,  there  wo^ 
have  been  no  room  for  the  present  motion.    But  in  tJ 
case  the  verdict  would  have  been  for  the  defendant,  fcM 
is  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  had 
opportunity  of  forming  a  judgment. 

Cur.  aA>«  imlOi 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 

(a)  Nov.  4,  before  Lord  2>efi-  Scott,  N.  R.  496. 
man  G.  J.,  WUliams,  Coleridge  and         (c)  4  Scott,  N.  R.  434. 
Wightman  Js.  (d)  5  Bingh.  533;  S.  C.  3  IC 

(b)  12  M.  &  Or.  «r9{  S.  C.  2  P.  165. 
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. — ^Thif  •ction  was  brought  for  the  price  of  a  patent 
^o-colour  printing  machine,  and  certain  apparatus  to  it. 
e  have  referred  to  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  case, 
to  whose  direction  an  objection  was  taken.     That 
lirection  was,  that,  if  the  patent  two-coloured  printing  ma- 
le  was  a  known  and  ascertained  article,  the  defendant, 
mng  ordered  one,  must  pay  for  it,  whether  it  answered 
if  purpose  or  not ;  but  that  if  it  was  not  a  known  and 
lined  article,  and  the  defendant  ordered  a  machine 
printing  two  colours,  and  the  plaintiff  undertook  to 
^■upply  it,  he  could  not  recover  the  price  unless  the  machine 
^Mipplied  was  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
^nas  ordered :  Chanter  v.  Hopkins  {a).    With  respect  to  the 
aqiparatus  connected  with  the  machine,  the  learned  judge 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  was  constructed  accord- 
ing to  the  defendant's  directions,  and  whether  it  was  rea- 
sonably fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  ordered.     The 
Jory  found  these  questions  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.    We 
mre  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was 
cornet,  and  the  verdict  right. 

Rule  refused. 


376 


1849. 


OtiraAiTT 

V. 

Baylbt. 


(•)4M.&W.399. 


The  QuEBM  v»  Badgbb,  Esq,  and  another.(6) 

ErLE,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  obtained  a  rule  call*  Where  a  per- 
iog  upon  the  defendants,  who  were  magistrates  for  the  bended  on  a 

Coimty  of  Stafford,  to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  informa-  charge  of 
,  ,  using  seditious 

tX)o  should  not  be  filed  against  them,  for  refusing  to  take  language,  a 

W  under  the  circumstances  detailed  below  in  the  judgment  J||f^5,7t®  "^^ 

tf  the  Court.  *  reject  bail  on 

account  of  the 
^.^  _^    .,  _  ,    _..,   .,  ,„  .         V  character  or 

(*)  Decided  in  Hil.  Vac.  184*,  (Feb.  1 1.)  political  opi- 

nions  of  such 
bail,  if  he  is  satisfied  of  their  pecuniaiy  sufficiency. 
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1843.  Sir   W.   W.   Folleti,  S.  G.  and    fVaddingion    sbewi 

J^rC^      cause,  (a) 

V. 

Badoeh.  jg^^^  ^^^  Boothby  supported  the  rule. 

Cur.  ad.  vtc/ft%^^ 

LfOrd   Denman,  C.  J.   delivered  the  judment  of  ^SkM^ 
Court  as  follows : — We  have  thought  it  our  duty  to  rear^-i 
the  affidavits^  and  give  full  consideration  to  this  very  ia  £ 
portant  case,  and  explain  the  reasons  of  our  decision, 
our  remarks  should  affect  any  further  legal  proceeding^ gM m 
our  silence  might  be  followed  by  the  same  inconvenieno^v^ 
which|  indeed^  is  inseparable  from  the  exercise  of  tU*^ 
jurisdiction  which  we  are  now  asked  to  bring  into  opei^^-j 
tion.    This   application   was  made  on  behalf  of  Artl^.^.'^i 
George  0*Neil,  who  was  apprehended  for  seditious  langu^^^  ma^ 
said  to  have  been  used  at  an  unlawful  assembly 
Dudley  last  August,  and  he  was  taken  before  Mr. 
and  the  Rev.  Mr.  Cartwrighi,  two  magistrates  of  the  con 
of  Stafford,  upon  that  charge.     They  required  him  to  1 
two  sureties  of  100/.  each  for  his  appearance  to  take 
trial,  and  be  of  good  behaviour  in  the  mean  time ;  B 
when  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Page  and  Truenum 
tendered  to  the  above-mentioned  magistrates  as  his 
they  were  refused,  though  perfectly  solvent  and  in  respi*' 
able  circumstances  (being  town-councillors  of  Birmingh  i 
for  which  office  they  must  possess  a  qualification  of  ]0^^dXX> 
over  and  above  what  would  pay  their  debts),  on  the  alle^^  ^^P 
ground  that  they  had  attended  Chartist  meetings ;  the  r       ^  ^^ 
magistrates  assigned  no  other  reason,  though  they  sti^^  ^^' 
they  had  other  reasons.    For  this  refusal  a  rule  for  a  crr"*^^"" 
nal  information  was  granted,  which  has  been  discussecK^  -^  ^ 
shewing  cause. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  to  the  rule  disclose  facts  wift  '^bicl 


(o)  In  Hil.  T.  Jqd.  ar,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Paiie$om        ^unf 
Wightman  Js. 


Baoobr. 
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M    pswt  that  a  highly  disturbed  and  alarming  state  of  things 

M      eiitted  in  the  neighbourhood  at  the  time  the  bail  were  ten-    '^Tq^ 

W       dend.    It  appears  that  large  numbers  of  colliers  and  other      _    v. 

r         "^orkinen  had  withdrawn  from  their  employ,  and  had  com- 

'<:^ieiiced  acts  of  extreme  violence,  inciting  other  workmen 

^tad  even  proceeding  to  the  destruction  of  property,  to  in- 

^^Jmidation  and  riot.     Large  meetings  of  such  persons  were 

^beld,  whose  passions  were  inflamed  by  seditious  harangues 

^^dressed  to  them  by  strangers  travelling  about  the  country 

der  the  name  of  Chartists ;  there  was  imminent  danger 

It  the  peace  would  be  broken  and  anarchy  become  uni- 

Her  Majesty  had  denounced  the  proceedings  on 

Idth  of  August  by  a  proclamation,  which  called  upon 

"^he  magiatrates  to  act  with  promptitude  and  vigour  in  the 

jBppfesaion  of  such  meetings  and  the  apprehension  of  the 

^^Senders*     By  the  magistrates  and  police,  aided  by  special 

«oiistiblea  and  the  military,  which  were  absolutely  indis- 

peiamble,  such  meetings  were  prevented  or  dispersed,  and 

tte  parties  accused  of  breaking  the  peace  were  arrested  and 

handed  over  for  trial  in  the  courts  of  justice. 

C^Neii,  who  has  obtained  this  rule,  is  one  of  the  persons 
against  whom  information  of  misconduct  was  laid  on  oath 
before  the  magistrates,  and  we  understand  he  is  to  take  his 
trial  on  that  charge ;  we  shall  therefore  abstain  from  com- 
iwnt  on  all  particulars  alleged  against  him.  But  the  Court 
isbonnd  to  express  an  opinion  upon  some  of  the  topics 
criarged  upon  at  the  bar  and  on  the  nature  of  the  pro- 


The  right  of  workmen  to  meet  together  for  considering 
the  amount  of  wages,  or  of  any  of  the  Queen's  subjects 
fredy  discussing  public  grievances,  is  foreign  to  this  case. 
The  complaint  is,  not  that  workmen  assembled  to  devise 
aeans  for  bettering  their  condition,  but  that  others  took 
tdtantage  of  their  quarrels  with  their  masters,  and,  finding 
nat  numbers  unemployed,  ignorant  and  disaffected,  sought 
to  incite  them  to  every  kind  of  outrage ;  not  that  the  dis- 
cussion of  public  grievances  had  been  iutemperately  con- 
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184S.       ducted,  but  that  at  tumultuous  assemblieSf  rendering  a.,flK      ^;j 
ThTo^^      discussion  impossible,  speeches  and  conduct  had  occurred!^ ^-su 
V.  calculated  to  lead  to  violent  meetingSj  outbreaks,  conflict:  ^o£j^\ 

Baooib.      ^iiIi  lawful  authorities,  and  almost  certain  bloodshed,  an»inv.^     , 
▼ery  probably  to  universal  pillage.     Whether  or  not  thes*^^^^ k 
meetings  had  been  held  in  the  immediate  neigbourhood  ^     JE>or 
Dudley  is  of  small  importance  :  they  had  been  held  ii     .C^fl^j 
other  quarters,  producing  their  natural  results,  and  wes^^pi^^ 
rapidly  extending      It  is  sworn  that  near  Dudley  a  popi^c^oo 
jation  of  half  a  million  of  persons  were  expected  to  foliool  '^/i 
this  example ;  and  in  this  state  of  things  the  meeting  :      T^n 
question  was  announced.      It  was  observed,  on  the  tV^B^vw  ^ 
menti  that  few  deeds  of  violence  were  actually  committ^^  ^U^^ 
in  that  district,  and  those  by  no  means  of  a  formidatc^K^ 
character ;  if  that  be  so,  we  have  no  doubt,  when  we  rega  -^i^ 
the  materials  and  the  instruments  of  mischief  that  w^sof^ 
prepared,  that  it  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  vigilance,  the 
spirit  and  real  humanity  with  which  the  magistrates  en* 
forced  the  law,  as  her  Majesty's  proclamation  enjoinsd 
them :  we  think  them  entitled  to  the  gratitude  of  their 
Sovereign  and  the  country,  and  that  they  would   have 
deserted  their  duty  if  they  had  not  committed  O'NeJ/  for 
trial  for  the  part  he  was  proved  to  have  taken  at  the  meeting, 
which  they  most  properly  dispersed  on  the  £6th  of  August 
At  this  point  of  time,  a  new  state  of  things  has  arisen : 
the  law  has  been  fully  vindicated ;  the  seditious  assemblj 
has  been  dissolved  ;  the  agitators,  as  they  called  themselvea, 
are  withdrawn  from  it  without  serious  interruption  and 
secured,  that  their  imputed  offences  may  be  investigated 
before  a  jury.     Standing  charged  with  a  misdemeanor, 
(fNeil  claims  the  right  of  every  man  so  charged,  to  be  re- 
leased from  prison  and  admitted  to  bail  on  producing  anffi- 
cient  sureties.  He  says  he  tendered  such  to  the  magistrates, 
who  refused  to  receive  them,  not  from  an  objection  to  their 
su65ciency,  but  from  corrupt,  partial  and  arbitrary  motives, 
with  the  determination  to  keep  him  in  prison,  when  their 
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^J  required  them,  under  the  circumstances,  to  bail  him 

relemMe  him  out  of  custody. 

Ve  bmwe  first  to  consider  whether  this  refusal  was  a 
al  act,  a  point  on  which  no  serious  doubt  was  enter- 
id.  N'eitber  of  the  learned  counsel  who  opposed  the 
contended  that  a  magistrate  can  lawfully  reject  bail  at 
wn  discretion,  or  is  at  liberty  when  bail  is  offered  to 
-  into  ao  investigation  as  to  the  character  and  opi- 
s  of  such  bail,  provided  he  is  satisfied  of  their  sufii« 
^  to  answer  for  the  appearance  of  the  party  in  the 
unt  reasooably  required  for  that  purpose.  The  law  is 
r,  and  is  as  old  as  the  statute  of  Westminster  1,  3 
0.  1,  c«  15.  Lord  Coke,  in  his  commentary  upon  that 
&stB  (ft  Inst.  191)»  says,  that  ^'  to  deny  a  man  plevin  that 
ifb^itable,  sod  thereby  to  detain  him  in  prison,  is  a  great 
ittce  and  grievously  to  be  punished."  And  Lord 
Bile  (a)  adopts  the  same  remark,  and  Hawkins  (Part  2, 
cl5,  s.  IS)  (6)  speaks  of  refusals  of  bail  as  an  indictable 
afmce.  Blackstone,  referring  (4  Com.  c.  22,  p.  297)  to 
the  aiidcnt  statute,  the  Habeas  Corpus  (c)  and  the  Bill  of 
Rights (d)j  calls  it  ''an  offence  against  the  liberty  of  the 
lalgect.''  If  then  such  refusal  took  place  from  improper 
aofivesy  it  might  be  treated  as  a  criminal  offence,  and 
■ade  subject  to  an  indictment  or  information. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  granted  accused 
the  ouigistrates  of  motives  corrupt,  partial,  personal  and 
arbitrary*  But  even  the  deponents  themselves  do  not 
Bsan  to  charge  pecuniary  corruption,  or  personal  malice,  or 
partialis  in  the  sense  of  giving  an  unfair  advantage  to  one 
liligant  party  over  another.  The  only  censurable  feelings 
that  can  with  any  show  of  reason  be  suspected  are  a  pre- 
meditated refusal  and  disregard  of  the  just  claim  made  by 
OtHeil  for  his  liberation,  and  a  determination  to  keep  him 
ia  prison  without  legal  authority  and  in  contempt  of  their 

(«)  SPLCr.p.  Id5|part  II. c.  15.         (c)  Stat.  3]  C.  2,  c.  3. 
(J)  3  Hawk.  PI.  Cr.  p.  189,  7lh         (d)  2  Stat.  1  W.  &  M.  c.  2. 
ed. 
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duty.  The  affidavits  on  both  sides  are  much  the  same  in  sm^  ^  ^^ 


Th^^^      stance,  in  respect  of  all  that  occurred  before  the  magistrates  ^"^ 
V.  The  facts  being  clear«  the  question  is  whether  a  criminal  iiK     I.  a 

ADGER.      formation  ought  to  be  filed  ;  and  this  depends  on  our  vie^^s^^r 
of  the  motives  which  influenced  the  magistrates. 

And  we  must  advert  to  the  very  questionable  charact^S*>^ 
of  one  line  of  defence  which  they  appear  to  insinuate  rathe 
than  avow.      They  depose  that,  some  time  previous  to  tUj 
apprehension  of  O^Neil,  these  deponents  consulted  wi#f  < 
their  brother  magistrates  as  to  the  nature  of  the  bail  to  fcff     ^^j 
taken  by  them  in  the  case  of  persons  committed  for  attcD'An^^ 
ing  illegal  meetings,  for  using  seditious  language*  and  f  ^  ■ 
ticularly  for  inciting  to  outrages,  inasmuch  as  the  di8tuim«^^|^ 
ances  were  then  going  on  in  certain  districts  in  Staffordsbf«:ff'^^^ 
and  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Dudley,  and  resistance  to  1^      ^^  ti 
laws  was  fomented  and  kept  up  by  the  inflammatory  ai^        ^^ 
exciting   speeches   and    conduct  of   persons    who    w»  -^m  ^erm 
Chartists.      They   debated   whether,  if  they  were  calS'^flilfe^ 
upon  to  accept,  as  bail  for  the  appearance  or  good  behavi»  .SioQr 
of  individuals  charged  with  any  of  these  acts  of  sediti^Kraoo 
persons  who  had  taken  a  prominent  part  in  the  proce^^aeed* 
ings  of  the  Chartist  body,  it  was  advisable  to  receive  thc^^Bem  ; 
and  it  is  sworn  that  these  deponents  and  the  other  ma.  .^Bigria. 
trates,  wholly  uninfluenced  by  any  corrupt,  perverse,  ^^      viik 
dictive,  personal  or  partial  motive,  but,  as  they  believed^E^i*  in 
a  fair  and  legitimate  exercise  of  their  office,  in  their  j^g;    V^^ 
formance  of  their  duty  as  magistrates,  and  with  a  view  c^^  ^^y 
to  the  preservation  of  the  peace,  decided  that  such  pera^^    sonM 
ought  not,  in  the  then  state  of  the  country,  to  be  admir  ^  fitted 
as  bail,  and  ought  net  so  to  be  accepted  by  them,     'i^  JtThey 
further  say  that  after  the  commitment  of  O^Neil,  the  s^  a^»amc 
decision  was  again  considered  by  the  magistrates,  and  '  ^*' 

agreed  to  by  the  Lord  Lieutenant  of  Worcestershire,  ^  ^^^ 
thought  it  was  a  proper  decision.  Another  magistrate,  1  ^^' 
Molyneux,   states   also   this  resolution,  and   informs  ^^c 

Court  that,  if  he  had  been  called  upon  to  accept  s     '^^cA 
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f^^rsons  as  bail  for  any  one  charged  with  the  same  otfence,        i843. 
"^  would  also  have  rejected  them. 

Now,  the  assumption  of  powers  not  given  by  the  law 
^Ippears  to  us  peculiarly  ill-judged  at  a  period  of  political  Badoie. 
^=S  ^turbance,  and  not  to  be  palliated  but  rather  rendered  so 
^^^ach  the  more  culpable,  if  deliberately  done  by  high 
^^^anctioDaries  having  a  judicial  duty  to  perform.  And,  if  we 
-^^tl  found  any  magistrate  wilfully  adopting  such  a  measure 
^  ^B  defiance  of  the  known  law,  the  encouragement  so  given 
have  compelled  us  the  more  strongly  to  mark  our 
tpprobation  of  his  conduct. 

This  proceeding,  however,  gives  the  parties  challenged 

opportunity  of  explaining  the  state  of  mind  in  which 

ey  acted.  And  we  find  them  expressly  swearing  that  they 

ragbt  they  were  acting  in  the  fair  legitimate  exercise  of 

'^heir  oflSce,  and  in  the  performance  of  their  duty  as  magis- 

"Vrates.      We  may  regret  that  the  question  of  law  was  not 

carefully  examined.      Almost  the  first  page  of  their 

text-books  would  have  convinced    these   gentle- 

^flaea  that  their  refusal,  on  such  a  ground,  to  receive  the  bail 

•«>fferedj  was  not  a  legitimate  exercise  of  their  office,  or  a 

;|mper  performance  of  their  duty  as  magistrates,  but  on  the 

^csoDtrary.      Their   opinion   that  it  was  right  was   hastily 

^adopted  in  a  crisb  of  real  danger,  and,  most  probably,  from 

^^  deference  to  the  general  resolution,  which  induces   us, 

Unconformity  to  the  rule  by  which  this  Court  has  regulated 

^  ti  practice,  to  decline  interfering  by  criminal  information. 

We  shall  therefore  discharge  the  rule.     But,  as  the  con- 

tof  the  magistrates  was  such  as  to  justify  the  applica- 

-ioi|tbey  must  pay  all  the  costs  attending  it. 

Rule  discharged  :  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  prose- 
cutor  the  costs  of  and  attending  this  application. 


TOL.  f. — p.  Af,  c  c 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Andrew's. 
Worcester  (a). 

Where  aluna-  ON  appeal  against  an  order  made  by  two  justices  for  tl 
ifvhose  settle-    borough  of  Droitwich^  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  on 


ment  cannot     ^jj,  September,  1841,  whereby  the  settlement  of 
thenbeascer-    ,,      ,  .  ^  .     t^     • 

tained,  has       Hughes,  a  lunatic  pauper,  confined  at  a  house  in  Droitw^^^^iiJ^ 

^ra'li'i^hlm^  licensed  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  was  adjudicated^  ^ 

under  stat.  9  be  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Worcester,  and  wher-;^K:re||» 

B.Tl  andaf-  ^^^^  ^^^  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  that  parish 

terwards,  on  ordered  to  repay  to  W.  W.,  one  of  the  oveneere   of 

sect.  42,  an  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Peter,  in  Droitwich,  the  sai 

order  of  jus-     34;^  q^  f^^.  ^^^  removal  of  the  said  lunatic  to.  and  foa 

tices  IS  made, 

ascertaining      maintenance,  &c.  in,  the  said  licensed  house,  from  the 

^ng^h?JSc^  ^p"'*  ^^^^^^  ^°  ^^^  ^^y  ^^  ^^^  ^®^®  ^^  ^^^  ^'^  ^"••'^^ 

of  his  settle-    whereby  also  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  oW  n^ 
directing  the     ^^^^   parish   were  ordered  to  pay  to  the  keepers  of  H^ 

expenses  of      gaid  licensed  house  the  weekly  sum  of  12s.  for  the  futOta 

his  removal  to         .  «         i.    •  •  t   1         •        1 

be  paid  by  the  mamtenance,  &c.  of  the  said  lunatic,  the  order  was  00^ 

ETit  MuTed''*'  fi™®^»  subject  to  a  case. 

the  order  must  It  appeared  from  the  case  that,  on  the  ISth  April|  I84I9 
exJe^iilS  to"""^  the  pauper,  then  being  chargeable  to  St.  Peter's,  Droitviek 
be  repaid  to  and  insane^  was  removed  under  an  order  of  that  date,  flnil 
parish,  as  the    ^y  ^^^  justices  of  Droitwich,  to  a  house  at  Droitwkb  daly 

treasurer  of  licensed  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  there  not  beiot  t 
the  county  is  ,         .  ,  .      ,„  ,  .  r«^.  . 

theoDl;^per-    county  lunatic  asylum  m  Worcestershire.     The  paapers 

son  entitled  to  settlement  could  not  be  ascertained  at  this  time. 
such  repay- 
ment. Afterwards,  on  the  24th  September,  1841,  two  jastices 

of  Droitwich  made  the  order  now  in  question,  which,  after 

reciting  the  above  facts,  and  that  the  pauper  had  been  and 

was  then  confined  in  (he  said  licensed  house  under  the 

order  of  the  13th  April,  proceeded  thus:  *'  Now  we  (the 

justices)  have,  on  this  24th  day  of  September  now  instant^ 

duly  inquired  into  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  JtJkm 

Hughes,  and  on  the  oath  of  Phabe  Hughes,  his  mother,  are 

satisfied  that  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  John 

(fl)  Decided  in  Easter  Vac.  1843  (May  17). 
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Bugka  is  in  the   parish  of  St.  Andrew,  in  the  city  of 
Worcester  aforesaid;  We  (the  said  justices)  do  therefore,  ^ 

opoD  due  proof  made  before  us  upon  oath,  and  upon  due  «. 

coDiidention  bad  of  the  premises,  adjudge  that  the  last  g^^JjI^SlJ^^ 
^gil  settlement  of  the  said  John  Hughes  is  in  the  parish    Woaonrsa. 
of  St«  Andrew,  in  the  city  of  Worcester  aforesaid ;  and 
^  the  said  justices,  do  hereby  order  and  direct  the  church- 
mdens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St. 
^'Aadrew,   upon  notice  of   this  our  order,  to  repay  unto 
William  Wyld,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
.Bwish  of  St.  Peter,  the  sum  of  14/.  2s.,  for  the  removal 
^  the  said  John  Hughes  to,  and  for  his  maintenance 
^aedidne,  clothing  and  care  in  the  said   house,   &c.  so 
as  aforesaid,  for  the  reception  of  insane  persons, 
I  die  said  13th  day  of  April  now  last  past  to  the  date 
cf  this  our  order,  such  charges  having  been  duly  proved  to 
.the  satisfaction  of  us  the  said  justices."    The  order  then 
payment  of  a  weekly  sum  to  the  proprietors  of  the 
bouse  for  the  pauper's  future  maintenance. 
This  order  was  appealed  against.    The  only  ground  of 
appeal  material  to  this  report  was,  **  that  the  order  was  bad 
OB  the  fiice  of  it,  as  it  directed  the  repayment  of  14/.  9,s. 
hj  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St. 
Aadrew,  to  W.  Wylde,  one  of  the  overseers  of  St.  Peter's, 
Droitwicb,  instead  of  directing  the  said  money  to  be  repaid 
Is  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Worcester,  according  to 
As  Stat  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40.^'    The  sessions  at  the  trial  over- 
nkd  this  objection. 

If  dieCourt  should  think  the  objection  good,  then  the  order 
of  sessions  to  be  dealt  with  as  the  Court  should  think  fit. 

Wkiimore  and  Selfe  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions  (a). 
Repayment  might  properly  be  directed  to  be  made  to  the 
psrish  in  which  the  lunatic  had  been  found.  It  is  true  that, 
before  the  settlement  was  ascertained,  the  parish  in  which  the 

(«)  In  Mich.  Term,  1843  (Nov.  9),  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Wil- 
fiw,  CoUridge  and  Wightman  Jf. 
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1843.        lunatic  was  found  might  have  obtained  an  order  under  s' 
-J^^*^^      9  Geo,  4,  c,  40,  s.  41,  directing  the  county  treasurer  to  | 
V.  the  charges  of  removal,  &c.     But,  if  the  parish  did  r 

St  AiiDBEw^  ^^^^  choose  to  obtain  an  order  for  repayment  by  the  tn 
WoacESTEB.  surer,  it  might  still,  after  the  settlement  had  been  asa 
tained,  obtain  such  an  order  against  the  parish  of  the  setl 
meut,  for  section  41,  which  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
tienient  ascertained  after  pauper's  removal  to  an  asylj 
merely  says  that  the  parish  of  the  settlement  may  be  ord» 
to  repay  the  charges  of  removal,  but  does  not  say  to  wF 
the  repayment  is  to  be  made.  It  would  be  absurd  thair 
order  should  direct  repayment  to  the  treasurer,  if  in  ir 
he  has  never  made  any  payment.  At  all  events,  if  so  tcz 
of  this  order  is  wrong,  it  may  be  held  good  for  th^ 
sidue((i):  Rex  v.  Maulden{b),  Rex  v.  St.  Nicholas, 
tester  {c). 

F.  V.  Lee  aud  Beadon  contrA.  By  section  41,  wber 
lunatic  pauper's  settlement  is  not  ascertained  before  \ 
moval  to  the  asylum,  the  expenses  of  such  removal  are 
be  paid  by  the  treasurer ;  an  order,  cannot  therefore,  dire 
repayment  to  any  one  else.  This  is  distinctly  laid  doi 
by  Paileson  J.  in  Reg.  v.  Darton{d):  "  I  think  that  A 
magistrates  cannot  in  any  case  order  payment  to  be  made  I 
the  overseers  of  the  removing  parish.  If  the  place  of  setth 
ment  is  known,  an  order  for  the  expenses  may  at  once  t 
made  upon  the  overseers  of  the  place  of  settlement  und 
section  38 ;  if  unknown,  it  may  be  made  upon  the  coon 
treasurer.  If  the  overseers  do  not  chuse  to  obtain  eith' 
order,  it  is  their  own  fault.  The  order  for  repayment  mo 
be  made  upon  some  one  who  was  legaHy  obliged  to  pay 
first.  That  seems  in  the  present  case  to  have  been  tl 
county  treasurer," 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  Tliis  seemed  to  be  admitted  (c)  3  A.  &  E.  79;  S.  C.  4 

by  the  appellants.  &  M.  624. 

(6)  8  B.  &  C.  78;  5.  C.  Q  M.  (rf)  l«  A.  &  E.  78;  &  C.  3 

^  R.  146.  &  D.  483. 
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ffiLLiAMs  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. —        i843. 
Tliis  is  a  case  arising  upon  the  statute  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,    j^X^ 
^iid  reserved  for  our  opinion  bj  the  Court  of  Quarter  Ses-  v. 

^ns  for  the  county  of  Worcester,  from  which  it  appears  st^'awdreVsI 
4it  two  justices  of  the  borough  of  Droitwich,  by  order  of    Woaccstbe. 
ike  13th  April,  1841,  caused  a  pauper  lunatic  to  be  con* 
lejed  to  a  house  duly  licensed  for  the  reception  of  insane 
peraons.    On  the  24th  September,  1841,  two  other  justices 
of  the  said  borough  of  Droitwich  made  an  order,  whereby, 
after  adjudging  the  settlement  of  the  said  lunatic  pauper  to 
be  in  the  present  appellant  parish,  they  directed  the  parish 
officers  of  the  same  to  pay  to  A.  li,y  one  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Peter,  a  certain  sum 
therein  specified,  in  respect  of  charges  incurred  about  the 
are  and  maintenance  of  the  said  pauper  lunatic.     Against 
this  order  the  parish  of  St.   Andrew  appealed,  and  the 
itme  was  by  the  sessions  confirmed,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  this  Court.     There  were  several  objections  taken  on 
bebalf  of  the  appellants,  but  into  those  different  objections, 
however,  we  do  not  consider  it  to  be  needful  to  enter,  be- 
Close  there  is  one  which  seems  to  us  to  be  clearly  fatal  to 
tbe  order.     In  Reg.  v.  Pixley{d)  we  had  occasion  to  advert 
to  the  different  sections  of  the  act  regulating  the  manner  of 
nalung  reimbursement  in  these  cases,  and  the  persons  to     ' 
whom  it  is  to  be  made,and  in  none  of  them  is  there  any  provi* 
non  enabling  the  justices  to  direct  the  sum  to  be  reimbursed 
to  be  paid  to  the  overseer  of  the  parish  or  place  to  which 
the  pauper  lunatic  may  have  been  chargeable.      Inasmuch 
therefore,  as  their  jurisdiction  depended  entirely  upon  the 
itatute,  and  it  is  not  given  to  them  in  the  form  adopted,  we 
think  that  the  order  of  sessions  cannot  be  sustained,  and 
thit  it  must  accordingly  be  quashed. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 

(«)  3  O.  &  D.  ^6i 


CAS£S  IN  TH£  QU££N  S  B£NCH^ 


ThMnday^  The  QuEEN'  v.  Martin  and  another. 

JWcw.  9»rd. 

Wh«ra  under    PjSHLEY,  in  Trinity  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule,  < 

WilL4f  c.  50,  '°8  "P^"  ^^®  defendants,  who  were  justices  of  the  VlN^^iWcsl 

88. 94  and  95,  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandaiZK' .sEimu: 
luscices  at  spe-  . 

cial  sessions  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  issue  a  distress  %p%^^  wai 
make  an  order,  ^.^^m  ^^  i^^y  ^jj^  ^^^j^  ^f  prosecuting  a  highway  indictm*  «=Mieni 
indictment  to  which  had  been  tried  at  the  West  Riding  Quarter  Sessi^f  ^iom 
for  nOT-repair  ^^^  highway  in  question  was  situate  in  the  townshif  f  jp  q 
ofahiehway,    Havercroft,  within  the  division  of  Staincross,  in  the  :  s^jj 

state  that  the    "ding.     The  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  Havercroft 

special  ses-       attended  at  a  special  sessions  held  within  the  divisic 
sions  were  .  .       "^       .  .  i        « 

held  within      Stamcross,  in  obedience  to  a  summons  issued  under 

S wSthT    ^^^  ^^"'  ^'  ^-  ^^»  «•  9*'  ^'"^'*  authorises  a  justice 
bighwav  was    issue  a  summons,  *'  requiring  the  surveyor  of  the  pa . 
An  order  of  ^^  Other  person  or  body  politic  or  corporate,  chargc^^ab/e 

quarter  ses-      with  such  repairs,  to  appear  before  the  justices  at  abb  ome 
sions  awardmg  .  ,  r        •       .  •   .  •       .  •  i  ^ 

the  costs  of      special  sessions  for  the  highways  m  the  said  sumc^Bioiif 

suchanindiQt.  mentioned,  to  be  held  within  the  division  in  which  the      said 
ment  was  held  .  . 

void, where      highway  may  be  situate"     The  surveyors  having  d^Aietf 

special  ses-  ^^^  liability  of  the  to>ynship  to  the  repair  of  the  high^vps/,      ^ 

sions  was  de-  the  special  sessions  had  made  an  order,  directing  an  iadict"    ^  ^ 

respect,  al-  ment  to  be  preferred  under  section  95,  which  enacts, ''  tiaf  ^^^ 
thoughinpoint  Jf  on  the  hearing  of  any  such  summons  respecting  the  repsir 

special  ses-  of  any  highway,  the  duty  or  obligation  of  such  repairs  is 

d^ted^the  ^®°*®^  ^^3^  ^^^  surveyor  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 

indictment,  parish,  &c.,  it  shall  then  be  lawful  for  such  justices,  and 

hTth^ro^l!^  ^^^y  *''®  hereby  required,  to  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to 

division,  and  be  preferred."      On  the  trial  of  the  indictment  at  the 

qaaiter  ses-  quarter  sessions  for  the  riding,  the  liability  of  the  township 

sions  recited     ^as  established.    The  quarter  sessions  then  made  an  order 

that  they  had  •  i  •  • 

been  so  held,    for  costs  against   the  township  under  the  same  section. 

Payment  having  been  refused,  the  defendants  were  then 

applied  to  for  a  distress  warrant  to  levy  the  costs,  but  they 

declined  to  grant  such  warrant. 

The  order  of  quarter  sessions  ordering  payment  of  costs 
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ed  that  the  special  sessions^  by  which  the  indictment 
i>een  directed,  were  held  "  within  the  division  of  Stain-    xbe  Quc£n 
f  in  which  the  said  highway  is  situate;**  but  this  was  v. 

laCed  io  the  order  of  special  sessions. 

Hall,  on  shewingcause,  now  made  this  objection  among 
ty  that  the  quarter  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
costs,  becausp  the  order  of  special  sessions  was  bad, 
uch  as  it  did  not  state  them  to  have  been  held  within 
rision  in  which  the  highway  was  situate.  He  also  con- 
I  that  this  defect  could  not  be  supplied  by  reference 
\  order  of  quarter  sessions,  as  the  last  mentioned 
merely  said  within  the  division  in  which  the  highway 
uate  ;'*  and,  as  the  limits  of  divisions  might  be  varied 
ime  to  time  under  stat.  6  &  7  VfilL  4,  c.  \2,  it  there- 
id  not  appear  that  the  highway  was  situate  within  the 
dhrision  when  the  order  of  special  sessions  was  made. 
the  last  mentioned  point,  he  referred  to  Walion  v. 
k  of  Chesterfield  {a), 

xMey  contrd,  contended  that  the  order  of  quarter  ses- 
was  sufficient,  and  alone  to  be  looked  to,  and  must 
keo  to  be  true ;  and  that,  with  respect  to  the  holding 
ipecial  sessions  in  any  particular  division,  the  statute 
merely  directory. 

ord  DfiNMAN  C.  J. — The  objection  must  prevail, 
ry  thing  that  is  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction  must 
tSLT  on  the  face  of  all  the  proceedings.  It  does  not 
ear  in  this  case  that  the  order  directing  an  indictment 
made  by  those  who  had  jurisdiction. 

ITiLLiAMS,  Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged, 
(tf)  5  Mod.  3^9. 
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Satwrday,         The  QuEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  West  Houghton.  «  :». 

Ifao,  18M. 

Where  a  do-  ON  appeal  to  the  Lancashire  Quarter  Sessions  against  s  .^^  ^^ 

sufficiency^  order  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  and  his  family  from  tF^  ^  ^V) 

ideniifiwthe  township  of  Pennington  to  the  township  of  West  Houg^^^^^l 

ronval  appeal-  ton^  both  in  the  said  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  t^  ^  ^ 

^feTn^^J^  order,  subject  to  a  case. 

its  date  and          It  appeared  from  the  case  that  the  notice  of  appeal  t#  j  i 

U^t'tlS^IrJiiice  *>«®»  objected  to  at  the  trial  on  the  following  ground,  t^  ^  ^j^ 

is  not  bad  for    it  «<  did  not  sufficiently  point  to  the  order  appealed  agai'^.«^ajn 
omitting  to        .  *.  1     •      •         11        1       1  ' 

give  the  names  inasmuch  as  the  names  of  the  justices  alleged  to  have  '"^"^nani^  . 

of  thejusticOT    ijjg  order  so  appealed  against  were  not  inserted  in  m   |L 

order.  notice  of  appeal ;  that  the  names  of  such  justices,  if        ^7  ^ 

there  were,  ought  to  have  been  inserted  in  such  noticsi^vce  ^^ 
appeal,  and  that  the  omission  to  do  so  by  the  appell  K-  /^n^ 
was  a  defect  which  prevented  the  Court  from  entertai^^  t^if. 
or  trying  the  appeal."  x 

In  the  notice  of  appeal  the  order  of  removal  was  Wr^ify  ^ 
described  by  date  and  other  particulars ;  the  only  partic^oAtr  ^^^ 
omitted  was  the  names  of  the  justices  who  made  the  order, 
the  notice  referring  to  them  generally,  as ''  two  of  her  Majes- 
ty's justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Lancaster." 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  defective  on  the  above  ground.  If 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  not  defective,  then  the  case  to  be 
sent  back  to  the  sessions  to  be  heard  on  the  merits* 

Baines  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  [Lord  Den* 
man  C.  J.  The  objection  to  the  notice  of  appeal  seems  about 
as  good  an  objection  as  that  the  notice  does  not  state  in  what 
mill  the  paper  was  made  on  which  the  order  is  written.] 

Wortky  contra  was  not  heard. 

Per  Curiam  (a) —  Case  to  be  reheard  (6). 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  PaitC'  a  case,  so  that  a  rehearing  by  the 
ion,  WUlUmu  and  Coleridge  Js.  sessions  is  necessary,  see  Reg.  v. 

(6)  As  to  the  practice  of  stating      Stoke-upan'TreiU,  ante,  35T. 
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WiLUAMSON  V.  Taylor  and  others.  Saturday, 

Nov.  i5tL 


-SSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated  that  on  the  18th  Bj  an  agree- 

mrcb,  J  843,  the  defendants,  then  being  owners  of  a  certain  ITp^j'^pd^  * 

lliery  called  Holjwell  Colliery,  hired  and  retained  the  «he  owners 

linliff;  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  stained  and 

in  hired    himself  to  the  defendants  as  their  servant  for  a  ^^  5i*^ 

r  fl  !*•...  plainliff  for  a 

tain  term,  to  wit,  from  the  5th  April  m  the  year  afore-  vear;  the 

d,  until  the  5th  April,  1844,  to  work  at  and  in  the  said  ^**'"alUhV"' 

liery,    that  is  to  say,  as  a  hewer,  for  wages  to  be  paid  to  times  the  pic 

;   plaintiff  by  the  defendants  once  a  fortnight,  upon  the  off  work  ^ 

lal    and    accustomed  day  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the  continue  the 

antity  of  work  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff,  at  and  after  said  ownen, 

rtain   rates  and  prices,  and  on  certain  terms,  conditions  subject  to  their 
■^  .  orders  and  di- 

kd  Stipulations,  and  subject  to  and  under  certain  penalties  rections,  and 

id  forfeitures  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  6rst  afore-  ^mploved  by 

lid^  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants ;  them  at  such 

nd^  amongst  other  terms,  ''  that  the  plaintiff,  at  all  times  ^^^\^  ^  5^?* 

larti^  the  taid  term,  when  the  pit  of  the  said  colliery  should  and  »'  certain 

be  laid  off  work,  should  continue  the  servant  of  the  defend-      Heldy  that 

iafs,  so  being  such  owners  as  aforesaid,  and  subject  to  their  "°^^^  ^^'^  . 

«den  and  directions,  and  liable  to  be  employed  by  them  at  pit  owners 

ach  work  ss  they  the  defendanU  should  see  fit ;  and  fur-  ^^^  ^^  e^. 

iter,  that  the  plaintiff  should,  when  required  (except  when  ploy  the  plain- 

prevented  by  sickness  or  other  sufficient  unavoidable  cause),  ^^Me  num- 

do  and  perform  a  full  day's  work  on  each  and  eveiy  working  ^^  of  working 

day,  or  such  quantity  of  work  as  should  be  fairly  deemed  the  year. 

eqoal  to  a  day's  work  (not  exceeding  eight  hours),  and 

sbottM  not  leave  his  work  until  such  day's  work  or  quantity 

of  work  sboold  be  fully  performed  or  finished  to  the  extent 

of  hb  ability,  and  in  default  thereof  that  he  the  plaintiff 

ihooM  for  every  such  default  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  said 

defendants  the  sum  of  2s.  6d. ;  and,  further,  that  the  pit 

of  the  said  colliery  should  commence  coal  work  at  such 

times  in  ihe  morning  as  should  be  required  to  suit  the 

trade." 
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1843.  -And  in  consideration  of  the  premises^  and  that  the  plain- 

*^^-'^      tiff  then  promised  the  defendants  to  enter  into  their  service 
9.  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  hiring,  and  to  serve  and 

Tatlok.  ^ork  for  them  as  such  their  servant  as  aforesaid  during  the 
said  term  for  the  said  wages,  and  according  to  the  afore* 
said  terms,  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  said  hiring, 
and  subject  to  and  under  the  penalties  and  forfeitoret  ia 
that  behalf  aforesaid,  the  defendants  then  promised  <Ae 
plaintiff  to  retain  and  employ  him  as  their  servant,  and  to 
afford  him  the  opportunity  of  working  and  of  earning  wages 
as  such  servant  during  the  said  term,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  hiring,  and  subject  to  and  under  the  penalties  and  for- 
feitures in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  at  reasonable  times  in  that 
behalf, ybr  a  reasonable  number  of  working  days  in  that  be* 
half  during  the  said  term,  and  to  pay  him  wages  as  in  that 
behalf  aforesaid. 

And  although  the  plaintiff  afterwards  and  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  said  term,  to  wit,  on  the  said  5tb  day  of 
April,  1843,  entered  into  the  service  of  the  defendants,  who 
then  and  from  thence  hitherto  have  been  and  are  owners  of 
the  said  colliery,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  hiring, 
and  always  from  that  time  until  the  commencing  of  this 
suit  was  and  still  is  ready  and  willing  to  serve  and  work  for 
the  defendants  during  the  said  term,  under  and  in  pursii- 
ance  of  the  said  hiring,  for  the  said  wages  and  according  to 
the  aforesaid  terms,  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  said 
hiring,  and  subject  to  and  under  the  penalties  and  forfeitures 
in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  of  which  the  defendants  during  the 
said  term,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and 
always  afterwards  had  notice,  and  then  and  during  tbe  said 
term,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  cotok^ 
mencement  of  this  suit,  were  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to 
employ  him  and  to  afford  him  the  opportunity  of  woriung 
and  earning  wages  as  such  servant  as  aforesaid,  at  reason* 
able  times  in  that  behalf,  for  a  reasonable  number  of  work- 
ing days  in  that  behalf,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  hiring  and 
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:  lo  the  aforetaid  terms»  coodiuoiis  mod  tdpiibilioiis        1S4S. 

and  Milgecl  lo  and  under  the  penalliea  and  for- 

^itores  in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  yet  the  defendants  disre* 

their  promise,  and  did  not  nor  would,  after  the 

SDcemeat  of  the  said  term,  employ  the  plaintiff  as 

aenraoty  or  afford  him  the  opportunity  of  working  or 

I  as  such  serrant  during  the  said  term  at  rea- 

Ciaes  in  that  behalf,  or  for  a  reasonable  number  of 

days,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  hiring,  but  wholly 

and  refused  so  to  do;  and  on  diners  days  during 

aaid  term  and  before  the  oommencement  of  thb  suit,  to 

^wit,  oo  the  €th  day  of  April,  1843,  and  divers,  to  wit,  forty 

«Saya  between  that  dqr  and  the  commencement  of  this  sui^ 

mlM  same  being  reasonable  working  days  and  times  in  that 

S^ebaif,  wroiq^lly  and   unjustly   refused  to  employ  die 

plaiotiff'  and  to  afford  him  the  opportunity  of  working  and 

^raraing  wages,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  hiring,  whereby 

tlie  plaintiff  hath  lost  and  been  deprived  of  wages  to  a 

Imrge  amoont,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  100/1,  which  he 

otherwise  would  and  ought  to  have  earned  and  obtained  in 

mmd  by  working  as  such  servant  of  the  defendants  under 

«ad  in  poraoaoce  of  the  said  hiring. 

Pleas :  I.  Nob  assumpsit. 

8*  That  defendants  did,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
^mid  term,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  April,  1843,  and  thence  conti- 
liaally  on  divers  days  and  times  afterwards,  employ  the 
'  M  their  servant  and  afford  him  the  opportunity  of 
aad  earning  wages  as  such  servant  during  the  said 
at  laasonable  times  in  that  behalf,  and  foi  a  reasonable 
dumber  of  working  days  duriiq^  the  said  term,  in  pursuance 
^  the  said  hiring.    Conclusion  to  the  country. 

3.  That  the  said  forty  days  in  the  decfauation  in  that  be* 
Wlf  amntioBedy  upon  which  it  is  in  the  declaration  alleged 
that  the  defendants  refused  to  employ  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
ifford  him  the  opportunity  of  working  and  earning  wages 
mder  aad  ia  puraaanoe  of  the  said  hiring,  were  not  nor 
weia  nor  was  any  or  either  of  them  reasonable  wor 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Lawrence, 
Appleby  (a). 

Under  stat  6  On  appeal  to  the  Westmoreland  Quarter  Sessions  against 
f Mttkmint^'  an  order  for  the  removal  of  the  widow  of  George  Liddel 
maybe^ined  and  her  children  from  the  township  of  Pollard's  Lands,  in 
rintinVof"'  the  county  of  Durham^  to  the  parish  of  St.  Lawrence, 
land.  Appleby^  in  the  county  of  Westmorelandi  the  sessions  con- 

firmed the  order,  subject  to  a  case. 

The  case  stated  that  in  February,  1829^  one  Spence  and 
the  pauper's  husband  had  taken  a  lease  of  a  form,  situate 
in  the  appellant  parish,  and  consisting  of  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling-house  and  about  seventy  acres  of  land, 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  and  that  they  occupied  jointly  for 
the  whole  of  that  term ;  that  the  land,  independently  of  the 
dwelling-house,  was  worth  60/.  a  year;  and  that  the  pau- 
per's husband,  in  each  year  of  the  term,  paid  his  proportion 
of  the  rent  for  it,  independently  of  the  dwelling-house,  to 
the  amount  of  30/. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whether 
or  not  the  pauper's  husband  gained  a  settlement  in  the 
appellant  parish  under  the  renting  and  occupation  men- 
tioned. If  he  did,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be  confirmed, 
and  to  be  quashed  if  he  did  not. 

W.  H.  Watson  appeared  to  support  the  order  of  sessions. 

Archbold  was  called  upon  contrd.  The  case  turns  upon 
Stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57|  s.  2,  which  enacts  '^  that  no  person 
shall  acquire  a  settlement,  &c.  by  renting  any  tenement.  Sic. 
unless  such  tenement  shall  consist  of  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct dwelling-house  or  building,  or  of  land,  or  of  both, 
bon&  fide  rented  by  such  person,  8cc.  at  and  for  the  sum  of 
10/.  a  year  at- the  least  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year;  nor 

(fl)  Decided  in  Hilary  Term,  1845  (Jan.  25). 
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^'Oless  such  house,  buildiogi  or  land  shall  be  occupied  under        1843. 
^^ich  jearly  hiring,  and  the  rent  for  the  same  to  the  amount  ^^ 

^^M^  lOL  actually  paid  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year  at  v. 

^fc^e  least/'     The  words  "  separate  and  distinct"  arc  to  JixSi^ENc? 
^^^3  applied  to  ''  land"  as  well  as  to  ''  dwelling-house  or     Applsbt. 
»^iildiDg/'      No  settlement  therefore  was  gained  by  the 
I'^^int   renting  in  this  case.     The  statute  will  be  so  con« 
K^lkroed  as  to   extend  the  remedy  to  the  mischief,  which 
^■^as  the  ''disputes  and  controversies"  on  the  subject  of 
1 1  a  Ulrmrnt  by  renting  tenements,   as  appears   from   stat. 
,^S  Geo.  d,  c.  50,  where  the  words  **  separate  and  distinct" 
^^9vere  first  introduced  (a).     Now  the  mischief  of  litigation 
-ms  equally  great,  whether  the  tenement  in  respect  of  which 
^lie  settlement  is  claimed  consists  of  a  building,  or  of  land, 
or  of  both.     He  then  referred  to  authorities  laying  down  the 
piinciples  of  construction  in  the  case  of  remedial  acts,  and 
particularly  to  Rex  v.  Threlkeld{b\  as  an  instance  of  such 
^construction. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  legislature  appear  to  me 
s'&udiously  to  have  avoided  doing  that  which  they  are  sup- 
posed to  have  done.     I  think  a  settlement  has  been  gained 

i  this  case. 

Patteson,  Coleridge  and  Wiohtman  Js.  concurred. 
Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  In  Stat.  59  Geo.  3,  the  words  snch  tenement  shall  consist  of  a 

**  separate  and  distinct"  seem  to  house  or  building,  being  a  separate 

Vie  even  more  completely  discon-  house  or  building,  or  of  land,  or 

iiected  from  the  word  ^  land"  than  of  both,"  &c. 

in  the  later  sUtute,  for  the  words  (6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  239. 

in  the  former  statute  are,  <<  onleu 
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1848. 

Saturday, 
Noo.  95th. 

Where  a  per- 
son who  re- 
sided in  Maid- 
stone, and  was 
in  the  constant 
practice  of  re- 
sorting to 
Peel's  Coffee 
House,  Lon- 
don, was 
served  at  the 
coffee  bouse 
with  the  copy 
of  a  writ  of 
summons,  de- 
scribing him 
'<  of  Sandling, 
near  Maid- 
stone, in  the 
county  of 
Kent,  but  to 
be  heard  of  at 
Peel's  Coffee 
House,  Fleet 
Street,  in  the 
city  of  Lon- 
don,**  the 
Court  set  aside 
the  copy  and 
service,  on  the 
ground  that 
the  defend- 
ant's residence 
was  misde* 
scribed. 


Simpson  v.  Ramsay. 

(jrRA  Y,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  tr ^/^ 

to  set  aside  the  copy  and  service  of  the  writ  of  summon^^^  in 

this  case,  on  the  ground  of  misdescription  of  the  defe ¥></• 

ant's  residence. 

The  copy  of  the  writ  described  the  defendant  as  '  '^' of 
Sandling,  near  Maidstone,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  but  tOK^aobe 
heard  of  at  Peel's  CoiFee  House,  Fleet  Street,  in  the  cUy 

of  Lfondon."    The  praecipe  was  filed  with  the  pnecipe  j^sms  of 
the  city  of  Liondon. 

The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  rule  stated  that  the  ^  de- 
fendant lived  at  39,  Brewer  Street,  Maidstone,  and  n(^.tf=iotii 
Sandling,  near  Maidstone,  nor  at  Peel's  Coffee  House.^  ^ae. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  stated  that  the  defendant  ^^  t  in^ 
in  the  constant  habit  of  resorting  to  Peel's  Coffee  Ho  -^ — 'uj^. 
that  he  was  seen  there  on  the  occasion  of  the  service  oft^  ^fihe 
writ,  and  was  actually  served  near  to  the  coffee  house* 

Humfrey  shewed  cause. 

Gray  contri  was  not  heard. 

Per  Curiam  (a) — 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  WiUiamt,  Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js. 
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MICHAELMAS  VACATION. 

West  London  Railway  Company  v.  Bernard.  2^^,  ^/^\ 

*EBT  for  money  due  on  calls  on  railway  shares.     The  the^Btrmine-^ 

^declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  subscribed  for  ten  ham,  Bristol 

3B&faares  of  202.  each  in  the  Birmingham^  Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Rail- 

^Juiiction  Railway  (incorporated  under  6  Will.  4,  c.  Ixxix.,  ^^L^^^* 

'M.  ocal  aod  personal,  which  is  amended  by  S  &  4  rict.  c.  cv.,  c.  Ixxix.,  the 

1  ocal  and  personal,  by  which  the  name  is  changed  to  the  ^^"^^y  ^^^ 

^^^est  London  Railway).     That,  whilst  the  defendant  was  cause  the 

entitled  to  the  ten  shares  aforesaid,  the  directors  made  cer-  ,onren^itIed'^' 

^ain  calls  "  from  the  several  subscribers  to  and  proprietors  or  who  may 

^3f  the  said  undertaking  for  the  time  being,  upon  and  in  entitled  to 

«- aspect  of  their  respective  shares."     The  declaration  then  shares,  to  be 

',11..  »      .  r        •  •  1      1      entered  m  a 

sm.  verred,  that  the  calls  were  made  in  conformity  with  the  hook,  and  a 

^^rovisions  of  the  acts  of  parliament.     That  eight  such  calls  ^,0*^^*51^^^^^^^ 

*%ivere  made.     That  more  than  twenty-one  days  before  the  to  every  tuck 

«=rslls  became  and  were  respectively  due  and  payable,  notice  demand?'^  °" 

'^i^'as  given  as  required  by  the  act.      Whereby  the  defendant  By  sect.  129, 
-»_  -.  ,  ,  ,  .      ,  parties,  who 

«::»ecan)e  liable  to  pay  the  company  a  certain  large  sum,  to  have  sub- 

"^i^it,  the  sum  of  I90/.,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  several  *f"he<3,  or 

'  1  *^^'*  hereafter 

^^^Ils.     Breach  :  non-payment  of  the  whole  or  any  part.        subscribe,  to- 
wards the  said 
^ftjidertakiDg,  are  required  to  pay  the  sums  of  money,  or  such  pro{K)rtions,  &c.  as  shall  be 
^^Ued  for  by  the  directors.     By  sect.  ISO,  the  directors  have  power  to  make  calls  of 
'V^ioDey  '*Jrom  the  subMcriben  to  and  proprietors  of  the  said  undertaking;"  *<  and  if  any 
**9nur  or  proprietor  of  any  such  share  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  such  his  rateable 
l^oportioo,'*  die  company  may  sue  him ;  and  the  directors  are  authorised  to  declare  the 
^ares  belonging  to  such  owner  forfeited. 

He/tf,  that  in  sect.  ISO  the  words  subscribers,  owners  and  proprietors  are  used  indis- 
criminately, to  that  a  party  who  had  originally  subscribed,  but  had  never  been  registered 
or  received  his  certificate,  was  liable,  in  an  action  of  debt  charging  him  as  a  subscriber, 
*on  calls  made  from  the  several  subscribers  to  and  proprietors  of  the  said  undertaking,*' 
the  calls  appearing,  in  evidence,  to  have  been  made  upon  the  proprietors. 

By  sect.  118,  proceedings  of  meetings  are  to  be  entered  into  a  book,  '*  and  shall  be 
figned  by  the  chairman  of  such  respective  meetings:*' — Held,  that  a  minute  of  a  pro- 
ceeding, entered  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  with  the  words  '*  read  and  confirmed,"  to 
which  was  attached  the  signature  of  the  chairman  of  the  prior  meeting,  was  sufficiently 
s^ned  within  the  meaning  of  the  section. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  D  D 
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184S.  Pleas :  1 .  Never  indebted. 

^"^^"C"^^  2«  Denying  that  the  defendant  subscribed. 

Railway  3*  Denying  that  the  defendant  was^  at  the  time  of  the 

Company     making  of  either  of  the  said  calls^  entitled  to  the  shares  in 
Bbrnabd.     the  declaration  mentioned,  or  either  of  them. 

4.  Denying  that  the  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  either  of  the  said  calls,  owner  or  proprietor  of  the 
said  shares,  or  any  or  either  of  them.  (To  this  plea  there 
was  a  special  demurrer,  on  which  judgment  was  ultimately 
given  for  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  tra- 
verse any  of  the  allegations  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore 
concluded  wrongly  to  the  country.) 

5.  That  after  the  defendant  bad  subscribed,  and  before  any 
registration  of  proprietors  under  the  act  of  parliament,  the 
defendant,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  company, 
had  transferred  his  interest  in  the  shares,  and  thereby  ceased 
to  be  a  proprietor,  or  to  have  any  interest.     Verification. 

6.  That  before  the  making  of  either  of  the  said  calls, 
and  after  the  defendant's  subscription  and  passing  of  the 
act,  the  first  general  meeting  of  the  company  was  held,  at 
which  meeting  a  register  of  the  persons  then  entitled  to 
shares  was  duly  made  according  to  the  act.  That  at  the 
time  of  making  such  register,  the  defendant  was  not  an 
owner,  proprietor  or  party  entitled  to  any  share,  nor  was 
then  registered  as  such,  nor  has  since  subscribed  or  become 
an  owner  or  proprietor.     Verification. 

7.  Denying  that  the  calls  were  made  as  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned. 

8.  Denying  that  notice  was  given  of  the  calls  niodo  et 
form&. 

The  replication  joined  issue  on  pleas  1,  2,  3,  7  and  8, 
and  traversed  5. 

Replication  to  6th  plea,  that  after  defendant  had  sub- 
scribed, and  before  the  making  of  the  calls,  the  company 
were  always  ready  and  willing  to  cause  to  be  registered  the 
several  persons  who  became  entitled  to  shares,  and  did 
cause  to  be  registered  such  persons  as  were  ready  and 
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^Iliogy  &c.     That  the  defendant^  during  the  whole  time 
atforesaidy  and  whilst  he  was  and  continued  to  be  such  sub- 
^^criber  as  aforesaid,  did  not  tender  or  offer  or  present  him- 
^Belf»  &c«  to  be  registered,  but  neglected  and  refused  to  do 
^o,  and  presented  and  hindered  the  company  from  register- 
x:iig  bim;  with  this,  that  the  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of 
^siakiDg  and  sealing  of  the  said  register    in  the  6th  plea 
^aicDtioned,  entitled  to  the  said  shares  in  the  said  under- 
taking aiodo  et  formft. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  at  the 
Cjuildford  Summer  Assizes,  1842. 

The  defendant  was  an  original  subscriber,  and  the  calls 
^^p^re  on  ten  shares^  for  which  he  subscribed,  previously  to 
"^he  passing  of  the  first  act,  by  signing  the  parliamentary 
^rontract  and  paying  the  deposit. 

By  section  I  of  the  act,  the  persons  therein  named, 
*^  and  all  other  persons  and  corporations  who  have  sub- 
scribed or  shall  hereafter  subscribe  towards  the  said  under- 
^akingf''  their  several  and  respective  successors,  executors, 
Sec  are  united  into  a  company  and  incorporated.  By  sec- 
tion 3,  the  sum  raised  is  to  be  divided  into  shares,  "  and 
%he  said  shares  shall  be  and  are  hereby  vested  in  the  several 
j»aities  taking  the  same,  and  their  several  and  respective 
successors,  executors,"  8lc.  **  And  every  person  and  cor- 
{>oration,  and  their  several  and  respective  successors,  8cc. 
^^ho  have  subscribed  or  shall  severally  subscribe  for  one  or 
^nore  share  or  shares,  or  such  sum  or  sums  as  shall  be 
fdemanded  in  lieu  thereof,"  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  in 
J>roportionable  parts  the  profits,  &c. 

By  section  125,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  company  shall,  at 
^he  first  or  some  subsequent  general  meeting,  and  after- 
'^rards  from  time  to  time  as  occasion  may  require,  cause 
the  names  of  the  several  corporations,  and  the  names  and 
additions  of  the  several  persons,  who  shall  be,  or  who  shall 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  become,  entitled  to  shares  in 
the  said  undertaking,  with  the  number  of  shares  which  they 
are  respectively  entitled  to,  and  the  amount  of  the  sub- 
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scriptions  paid  thereon,  and  also  the  proper  number  by 
which  every  share  shall  be  distinguished,  to  be  fairly  and 
distinctly  entered  in  a  book  to  be  kept  by  the  said  company, 
and,  after  such  entry  made^  to  cause  the  common  seal  to  be 
affixed  thereto ;  and  the  said  company  shall  from  time  to 
time  cause  a  certificate  or  ticket,  with  the  common  seal  of 
the  said  company  affixed  thereto,  to  be  delivered  to  every 
such  proprietor  on  demand^  specifying  the  share  or  shares 
to  which  he  is  entitled  in  the  said  undertaking,  such  pro- 
prietor paying  to  the  said  company  the  sum  of  25.  6d.  and 
no  more,  for  any  such  certificate  or  ticket;  and  such  certifi- 
cate or  ticket  shall  be  admitted  in  all  courts  whatever  as 
prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  such  respective  pro- 
prietors, their  successors,  executors,  8cc«  to  the  share  or 
shares  therein  specified ;  but  the  want  of  such  certificate 
or  ticket  shall  not  hinder  or  prevent  the  proprietor  of  any  of 
the  said  shares  from  selling  or  disposing  of  them."  (Then 
follows  the  form  of  the  certificate.) 

It  appeared  that  the  name  of  the  defendant  had  never 
been  registered  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  this  section, 
he  never  having  brought  in  his  scrip  to  be  exchanged  for 
shares. 

The  calls  were  proved  by  the  minute  book  of  the  com- 
pany.    The  first  was  in  the  following  form : 

''  18th  August,  1836.— Resolved,  that  a  call  of  £/.  per 
share  be  made  upon  the  proprietors  of  the  company,  to  be 
paid  to  the  respective  bankers  of  this  company  on  or  before 
Saturday,  the  15th  October  next,  and  that  the  secretary 
prepare  an  advertisement  and  send  a  circular  letter  to  each 
proprietor.**  Memorandum  at  foot,  ''  On  the  24th  August 
the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the  18th  August  have  been 
read  and  confirmed."  This  was  signed  by  Mr.  Q.  (who 
was  chairman  at  both  meetings).  The  following  was  the 
advertisement  of  the  call : 

''  Birmingham,  Bristol  and  Thameu  Junction  Railway 
Company.  Call  of  2/.  per  share.  The  directors  of  the 
company  having  resolved  to  call,  under  the  powers  of  their 
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^ct  of  incorporation^  for  an  instalment  of  2/.  per  share, 
-K^otice  18  hereby  given,  that  the  holders  of  certificates  are  ^^^Tloiidok 
-■"^quired  to  pay  on  or  before  the  15th  October  next,  to  any     Railway 
^i^f  the  following  bankers  (naming  them),  the  sum  of  2/.  on     ^^■'J^"^ 
^^sach  of  their  respective  shares."  Berhaed. 

The  other  resolutions  for  calls  were  in  the  following 
^F^rm  : — "  Resolved,  that  a  call  of  — /.  per  share  be  made 
^^pon  the  proprietors.^*  They  were  similarly  signed ;  and 
"S^lie  notice  by  advertisement  was  also  to  the  proprietors. 

At  the  trial  it  was  objected,  1.  That  these  resolutions 
'^^ere   not  properly  authenticated,  the  act  requiring  (sect. 
'S.ld)  that  the  proceedings  at  all  meetings  shall  be  entered 
xn  aome  book,  "  and  signed  by  the  chairman  of  such  re- 
spective meetings."     In  the  present  instance,  at  the  foot  of 
sJie  eDtry  of  these  minutes,  in  each  instance,  was  the  foU 
lowing    memorandum : — "  On  the  (day  of  a  subsequent 
viieeting)  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  the  (day  on  which 
"^e  resolution  was  made)  read  and  confirmed ;"  and  then 
A>nowed  the  signature  of  the  chairman,  who  was  also  chair- 
nan  of  the  meeting  at  which  the  resolution  passed.    The 
learned  judge  overruled  the  objection  and  received   the 
book  in  evidence. 

It  was  lastly  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
^liis  evidence  went  only  to  shew  a  call  made  on  proprietors 
^nd  holders  of  certificates,  under  the  provisions  of  section 
1 30  of  the  act :  that  the  defendant  was  neither,  but  an 
Original  subscriber,  who  had  never  been  registered,  and 
Mierefore  did  not  come  within  that  description ;  that,  in 
Order  to  affect  him,  the  call  should  have  been  made  under 
Election  129- 

The  following  are  the  provisions  of  the  two  sections  in 
^nestion.     By  section  129,  the  "several  parties  who  have 
^mlMcribed,  or  who  shall  hereafter  subscribe  for  and  towards 
tlie  said  undertaking,  shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required 
To,  pay  the  said  sums  of  money  by  them  respectively  sub- 
scribed for,  or  such  parU  or  proportions  thereof  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  called  for  by  the  directors  of  the  said  com- 
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pany«  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of  this  act,  at 
such  times,  and  at  such  places,  and  to  such  persons,  as 
shall  be  directed  by  the  said  directors;  and  in  case  anj 
party  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  as  aforesaid  the  monej 
by  him  so  subscribed  for,  or  the  part  thereof  so  called  for, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company  to  sue  for  aod  re- 
cover the  same,  with  full  costs  of  suit,  in  any  courts  of  law 
or  equity,  together  with  interest,"  &c. 

Sect.  ISO.  ''That  the  directors  shall  have  power  from  time 
to  time  to  make  such  calls  of  money  from  the  subscribers  to 
and  proprietors  of  the  said  undertaking  for  the  time  beiog, 
to  defray  expenses,  and  as  they  shall  find  necessary;  so 
that  the  aggregate  amount  of  calls  shall  not  exceed  SO/., 
and  no  single  call  exceed  5L,  Sic.,  and  the  respective  (mmer$ 
of  shares  in  the  said  undertaking  shall  pay  their  rateable  pro- 
portion, &c.,  to  such  persons^  and  at  such  times  and  places, 
and  in  such  manner,  as  shall  be  appointed  as  aforesaid: 
and  if  any  owner  or  proprietor  for  the  time  being  of  anj 
such  share  shall  not  pay  such  his  rateable  proportion,  he 
shall  pay  interest,  &c.,  and  if  any  owner  or  proprietor  for 
the  time  being  of  any  such  share,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
pay  such  his  rateable  proportion,  together  with  interest,  if 
any,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company  to  sue  for  and  re- 
cover the  same  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of  record,  by 
action  of  debt,  or  on  the  case,  or  by  bill,  suit,  or  information, 
or  the  said  directors  may  declare  the  shares  belonging  to  such 
owner  to  be  forfeited,  and  to  order  such  shares  to  be  sold.'* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

In  the  following  term,  Bompas  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  on  the  last  point,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  account 
of  the  reception  of  illegal  evidence. 


Thesiger  and  £.  James  now  shewed  cause  (a).  The 
words  "  subscribers,''  "  owners,"  "  proprietors,"  are  clearly 
used  in  the  act  as  synonymous.     It  cannot  be  contended 

(a)  Nov.  28,  before  Lord  Dsnman  C.  J.,  Williams,  Coleridge  and 
Wightman  Js. 
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^JM  it  was  really  the  iDtentioo  of  the  legislature  to  make         1843. 

^m.By  diftiiiction  between  tbem  in  respect  of  calls  or  lia-  „,'^^^ 

...  ,  .  West  Lov  DOM 

Sailitiea.     The  point  has  been  in  fact  already  decided,  on     Railway 

m.le  clauaea  of  a  similar  act.  in  the  London  Grand  Junction     Compaby 

^-^Raihoay  Company  v.  Fr€€man{a),  where  it  is  said  by  the     BEEXAao. 

^CZonrt,  ^  we  cannot  suppose  parliament  to  have  been  igno- 

:^r-:ant  of  the  manner  in  which  the  subscriptions  had  been 

SEanade,  and  the  transfer  of  shares  negotiated :  and,  if  the 

m-HitentioD  was  to  allow  none  to  be  proprietors  but  such 

^m^    had    been  originally  subscribers,  it  could   not  have 

bailed  to  appear  distinctly.    Instead  of  this,  the  various 

^siaaaea  already  quoted  shew  the  most  las  employment  of 

^dl  die  phrases,  by  which  property  in  the  undertaking  could 

described,  out  of  the  most  popular  vocabulary.    These 

Epresaioiis  are  not  designedly  varied  according  to  the 

of  the  respective  clauses,  but  arbitrarily  used  as  all 

laavim;  the  same  import."     Expressions  to  the  same  effect 

«re  thrown  out  by  Parke  B.  and  Alderson  B.  in  The  Great 

^^hrih  of  England  Company  v.   Biddulph  {b),  where   it 

*was  necessary  to  decide  the  point.    Section  104,  which 

regulates  the  mode  of  voting,  affords  an  argument  to  the 

same  effect     *'  All  persons  who  shall  have  duly  subscribed 

fw  or  become  entitled  to  shares,"  are  to  vote ;  and  it  is  then 

aadded,  that  votes   may  be  given  by  proxies  constituted 

*^mder   the  hands  of   the   proprietors  appointing  such 

proxies  ^  and  questions  are   to  be  determined  by  the 

anajority  of  votes  ''  of  the  proprietors :"  the  proprietors  are 

therefore  clearly  treated  as  comprehending  the  subscribers. 

&  The  question  as  to  the  suflSciency  of  the  signature  of 

the  chairman  has  been  decided  (since  this  rule  was  moved 

4br)  in  Miles  v.  Bough  (c),  and  Southampton  Dock  Company 

i  yr.Eiehardsid). 

A 


Bompae  Serjt.  and  Chatmell  Serjt.  contrji.  It  is  not  sought 

(•)  S  M.  &  G.  639.  (c)  3  Q.  B.  845;  &  C.  3  G.  k 

(I)  S  Railway  Cases,  416, 417.     D.  119. 

(d)  1  M.  fe  G.  448. 


4b4  Cases  in  the  queen's  bench, 

1843.  by  this  motion  to  impugn  the  authority  of  the  Ixnidon 
^■^Y^^  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman  (a),  nor  is 
Railway  it  contended  that  the  words  ''subscribers"  and  ''proprietors" 
Company  ^^^^  ^^^  j^^  ^^^^^  interchangeably  for  many  purposes,  for 
Bbrnard.  instance,  where  the  right  of  voting  is  conferred.  But  it  is 
maintained,  that  the  act  recognises  two  classes  of  pro- 
prietors, namely  subscribers,  and  registered  owners  of 
shares  :  and  that  a  different  form  of  call  and  different 
mode  of  proceeding  are  given  in  the  case  of  these  classes 
respectively  by  sections  1^9  and  130.  Here  the  form  of 
call  and  form  of  advertisement  are  specially  directed  to 
the  case  of  registered  owners :  and  such  an  advertisement 
conveyed  no  legal  notice  whatever  to  a  mere  subscriber. 
The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  succeed  at  all  events 
on  the  plea  denying  that  any  call  was  made  as  in  the  decia- 
ration  mentioned,  viz.  on  proprietors  and  subscribers ;  and 
also  on  the  plea  denying  the  notice.  2.  Miles  v.  Bough{b) 
is  not  decisive  of  the  present  case.  There  the  chairman 
signed  indeed  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  meeting,  but 
then  he  signed  the  proceedings :  here  he  only  signs  a  sub- 
sequent  ratification  of  them. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — I  think  the  first  point  is  substan- 
tially decided  by  the  London  Grand  Junction  Railwajf 
Company  v.  Freeman  {a).  In  that  case  the  Court  had 
occasion  to  look  into  the  several  sections  of  another  of  the 
ordinary  railway  acts,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
words  "  subscribers,"  "  owners,"  and  ''  proprietors,'*  were 
used  indiscriminately  to  point  out  the  same  set  of  persons. 
Sections  129  and  130  do  not,  as  contended,  make  a  dis- 
tinction between  subscribers  and  other  proprietors:  they 
are  all  equally  liable  to  contribute,  to  be  called  upon,  and 
to  actions  if  they  do  not  pay.  As  to  the  second,  I  think 
Miles  V.  Bough  (b)  is  clearly  in  point.  The  resolutions 
have  the  chairman's  signature :  that  was  held  sufiicient  in 
Miles  V.  Bough  {b)  whenever  appended :  the  entry  of  the 

(a)  2  M.  &  G.  639.  (6)  3  Q.  B.  845;  &  C.  3  G.  &  D.  119. 
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word  ''coofirmed'*  does  not  make  it  less  the  chairman's         i843. 

siCTature.  v^v-^i/ 

West  Lobidoit 
Railway 
Pattbson  J. — This  declaration   does  not  follow  the      Ck)MPAiiT 

V. 

form  given  b;  section  132  of  the  act,  viz.  that  "  in  any     Bbbnabd. 
action,  brought  by  the  company  against  any  proprietor  for 
the  time  being  of  any  share^  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the 
said    company  to   declare   and    allege  that  the  defendant 
being  a  proprietor  of  a  share,"  is  indebted,  &c.     It  is  a 
declaration  at  common  law,  charging  him  as  having  sub- 
scribed to  the  undertaking,  as  in  fact  he  did.     And   the 
question  reduces  itself  to  this,  whether,  as  such  subscriber, 
be  was  liable  on  calls  addressed  to  the  "proprietors"  and 
notice  to  the  same.     This  depends  on  section  130.     And  I 
think  the  point  is  decided  by  the  interpretation  put  in  the 
London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman  (a) 
on  similar  sections.     No  doubt  it  is  singularly  worded. 
First,  the  directors  are  empowered  to  make  calls  on  "sub- 
scribers and  proprietors;"  next,  if  any  "owner  or  proprietor" 
refuse  to  pay,  the  company  may  sue  him :  or  the  directors 
may  declare  the  shares  of  such  "  owner'*  forfeited.     The 
only  conclusion  1  can  draw  from  words  thus  used,  is  that 
they  were  all  intended  to  designate  the  same  persons,  and 
that  the  original  ''  subscribers"  are  bound  to  pay  on  calls 
addressed  to  "proprietors."     As  to  the  other  point,  that  the 
signature  of  the  chairman  is  only  to  a  confirmation,  not  to 
the  proceedings  themselves,  I  think  there  is  nothing  in  it. 

Williams  J. — I  concur  as  to  the  first  point.  As  to  the 
second  also,  I  cannot  satisfactorily  distinguish  this  case 
from  Milei  v.  Bough  (6). 

Coleridge  J. — The  act  appears  to  me  so  framed  that 
no  interpretation  is  free  from  objection :  but  the  least 
objectionable  is  that  which  regards  the  words  as  used 
indiscrioiinately.     As  to  the  other  objection,  no  doubt  the 

(«)9M.I(G.699.  (»)3Q.B.845;  &C.  3  G.  ft  D.  119. 
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1843.  plea  seems  to  be  there  considered  as  equivalent  to  riens  in 
arrear.  The  real  meaning  of  that  plea  must  be  taken  to 
'  vr"""  be,  not,  necessarily,  that  the  sum  in  question  has  been  paid 
Bbahscoiibe.  jp  some  one,  but  that  as  between  the  landlord  and  tenant 
the  demand  is  extinguished.  If  a  debtor  is  under  a  binding 
engagement  to  pay  the  debt  over  to  a  third  person,  that,  as 
between  him  and  the  original  creditor,  is  equivalent  to  an 
extinguishment  of  the  debt,  or  payment :  Crowfoot  v. 
Gumey  (a) ;  Hodgson  v.  And€non{b)\  Hawkins  might  have 
maintained  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for  this  money : 
Gaussen  v.  Morion  (c) ;  Watson  v.  King  (d) ;  WiUon  v. 
Coupland(e)\  Wharton  v.  Walker {f)\  Barron  v.  Hus^ 
hand{g).  ''Suppose  A.  owes  B.  100/.,  and  JB.  owes  C. 
100/.,  and  the  three  meet,  and  it  is  agreed  between  them 
that  J.  shall  pay  C.  the  100/. :  fi.'s  debt  is  extinguished, 
and  C.  may  recover  that  sum  against  il.:"  Buller  J.  in 
Tatlock  V.  Harris  (A). 

Bompas  Serjt.  contr^,  cited  Evans  v.  Elliott  {i).  (He 
was  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Unquestionably  the  tenant  is 
placed  in  circumstances  of  some  difficulty.  He  is  called 
on  to  elect  between  two  apparently  conflicting  authorities* 
But  Hawkins  is  merely  a  party  clothed  with  an  authoritj 
to  receive  the  rents  from  time  to  time,  under  particular 
circumstances :  he  is  not  Wheeler^s  landlord ;  the  plea  of 
non  tenuit,  therefore,  will  not  avail  the  plaintiff,  and  was 
properly  abandoned  in  argument.  But  neither  will  the 
plea  of  riens  in  arrear.  There  may  be  engagements 
entered  into  between  the  several   parties,   which   would 

(a)  9  Bingh.  372.  (/)  4  B.  &  C.  163;  5.  C  6  D. 

(b)  3  B.  &  C.  842;  5.  C.  5  D.      &  R.  288. 

&R.7S5.  (g)  4B.&Ad.611;  5.C.  1  N. 

(c)  lOB.  &C.  731.  &M.728. 

(d)  4  Camp.  272.  (/i)  3  T.  R.  180. 

(e)  5  B.  &  Aid.  228.  (i*)  9  Ad.  &  EI.  342 ;  S.  C.  1  P. 

&  D,  256. 
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have  the  effect  of  releasing  the  tenant  from  his  liability  to         1843. 

his  laodiordy  until  the  accomplishment  of  a  certain  event; 

but  then  they  should  be  made  the  matter  of  a  distinct 

defence.    The  money  may  be  due  to  Hawkins,  not  to  the  Bramscombi. 

defendant,  but  it  cannot  be  said  the  payment   is   not  in 

arrear. 

Williams  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  plaintiff  could 
have  made  out  any  case,  it  must  have  been  under  non 
tenuit:  but  for  that  purpose  the  evidence  is  insufficient. 

Coleridge  J. — ^The  intention  of  the  parties  was,  not 
to  dispose  of  the  reversion  to  Hawkins,  but  to  allow 
Hawkins  to  receive  the  rent  while  the  interest  on  his 
mortgage  was  in  arrear.  That  authority  might,  no  doubt, 
be  so  coupled  with  an  interest  as  to  make  it  irrevocable 
by  the  defendant.  But  assuming  this,  and  admitting  to 
the  fullest  extent  the  correctness  of  the  argument,  such  a 
defence  does  not  arise  on  non  tenuit,  or  riens  in  arrear. 
The  defence  is,  not  that  the  rent  is  not  in  arrear,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  pay  the  arrear  to  a  third  party. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — If  the  plaintiff  had  paid  Hawkins  this 
particular  quarter,  I  do  not  say  but  that  the  case  might 
have  been  within  some  of  the  authorities  cited,  and  that 
there  might  have  been  nothing  in  arrear  as  against  the 
landlord.  It  might  have  been  a  virtual  payment  to  him. 
I  agree  also  that  this  authority  might  have  been  irrevocable. 
Bat  the  distinction  is,  that  in  the  present  case  the  money 
has  been  paid  to  no  one. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hartley 

V. 
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count  meotiooedy  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making        1848. 

of  the  agreements  hereinafter  in  this  plea  mentioned,  the 

said  defendant  and  one  Andrew  Steele  were  merchants  and 

copartners  in  trade,  carrying  on  their  business  as  such  mer-     Mavtov. 

chants  and  traders  in  co-partnership  together,  to  wit,  at 

London,  and  also  in  certain  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit, 

at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  in  the  empire  of  the  Brazils.    And  the 

said  defendant,  and  the  said  Andrew  Steele^  before  and  at 

the  times  aforesaid  carried  on  their  said  trade  and  business 

at  London  aforesaid,  as  auch  traders  and  merchants,  by  and 

under  the  name,  style,  and  firm  of  Manton,  Steele  &  Co., 

and  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  under  the  name  and  style  of  Steele 

&  Manton.    That  before  and  at  the  time,  &c.,  and  also 

before  and  at  the  time  of  the  accepting  the  bill,  the  de* 

fendant  resided  and  was  in  England,  and  carried  on  the 

business  of  the  firm,  while  A.  Steele  resided  and  carried 

on  the  business   at  Rio;  that  the   bill  was  made   and 

indorsed  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  Rio  afore- 

ttid,  by  the  said  A.  Steele  as  such  co-partner,  and  in  the 

name  of  the  firm,  for  and  on  account  of  a  certain  debt,  to 

wit,  the  sum  of  359'-  6s.  9d.,  at  the  time  of  its  making  due 

to  the  plaintiffs  from  the  defendant  and   Steele  jointly, 

ind  incurred  by  them  at  Rio  in  the  name  of  the  firm ; 

and  that  there  was  no  other  consideration  for  the  bill ;  and 

tbat  the  bill  was  directed  to  the  said  defendant  by  being 

directed  to  the  said  firm  of  Manton^  Steele  &  Co.,  and  not 

otherwise,  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  under  the  same 

name ;  and  the  account  stated,  as  to  S59L  65.  g^/.,  was  in 

respect  of  the  same  debt,  and  not  otherwise.    That  after 

the  alleged  promise  in  the  second  count,  and  the  making 

sod  indorsing  of  the  bill,  and  while  the  debt  was  owing,  to 

wit,  on  the  11th  of  March  1842,  the  said  A.  Steele  being 

then  resident  at  Rio,  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  empire 

of  the  Brazils,  the  said  defendant  and  Steele,  under  the 

name  of  Steele  &  Manton,  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in 

die  said  sum  of  359/.  Gs.  9d.,  and  also  to  divers  other  per- 

lons  respectively  resident  at  Rio  in  divers  large  sums  of 
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money,  and  were  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  and  unable 
to  meet  their  engagements,  and  it  was  doubtful  whether 
they  would  be  able  to  pay  their  debts  in  full;  of  which  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  said  other  creditors  had  notice.     That 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  at  Rioy  &c.,  and  before  the  acceptance,  the  said 
plaintiffs,  and  the  said  creditors  at  Rio  of  the  house  of 
Steele  &  Manion,  made  the  following  agreement  signed  by 
the  said  plaintiffs  and  the  said  other  creditors,  according  to 
the  laws  of  Brazil.     The  plea  then  set  out  the  agreement. 
It  recited  that  the  list  of  debts  to  the  firm  amounted  to 
22,350/.,  that  of  debts  due  by  the  firm  to  14,2 10/.,  including 
the  sum  of  8,350/.  for  bills  drawn  by  Steele  &  MmUon  on 
the  London  house  of  Manton,  Steele  &  Co.,  the  payment  or 
non-payment  of  which  was  then  unknown ;  and  that  the 
failure  of  the  firm  was  proved  not  to  have  arisen  from  any 
fault  on  their  part,  but  from  unforeseen  circumstances,  8cc. 
The  following  were  then  the  material  portions  of  the  agree- 
ment ;  that  the  liquidation  of  the  debts  of  the  said  firm  of 
Steele  8c  Manton  should  be  forthwith  commenced  and  con- 
tinued until  the  claims  of  the  creditors  were  either  paid  in 
full,  or  liquidated  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  of  the  firm ; 
the  liquidation  to  be  conducted  by  A,  Steele^  under  con- 
ditions therein  specified;  that  the  liquidation  should  be 
made  with  the  least  possible  delay,  and  a  dividend  paid  as 
soon  as  Si.  per  cent,  could  be   obtained,  8cc. ;   that  the 
holders  of  bills  drawn  by  Steele  and  Manton  on  the  London 
house  of  Manton^  Steele  ^  Co.^  should  be  considered  as  ere- 
ditorsfor  cash  paid^  but  the  respective  dividends  should  be 
deposited  in  the  Commercial  Bank  until  presentation  of 
protests  of  their  bills  not  having  been  paid,  but,  the  pay- 
ment in  London  being  verified,  those  respective  sums  so 
deposited  should  be  divided  among  the  creditors ;  that,  in 
case  of  the  creditors  being  paid  in  full,  the  liquidation 
should  cease,  and  the  parties  be  at  liberty  to  resume  busi- 
ness, &c.     The  plaintiffs  and  other  creditors  executed  and 
gave  powers  to  A,  Steele,  and  other  persons  named,  to 
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represent  them  in  and  out  of  court,  &c.    That  afterwards, 
tu^  to  wit,  &€.,  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  aforesaid,  in  the  empire 
of  the  Brazils  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  A.  Steele  was 
resident  there  as  aforesaid,  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  the 
said  empire,  and  before  the  said  acceptance  by  the  said 
defendant  of  the  said  bill  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
the  said  A.  Sleele,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  defendant 
and  himself  the  said  A.  Steele,  by  and  under  the  name, 
style  and  firm  of  Steele  &  Manton,  did  then  agree  to  and 
with  the  said  plaintiff,  and  the  said  other  creditors  of  the 
said  firm  of  Steele  &  MatUon,  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  aforesaid, 
according  to  the  said  laws  of  the  said  empire  of  Brazil, 
and  the  said  plaintiffs  and   the   said  other  creditors  did 
then  and  there  mutually  agree  with  each  other  and  with 
the  said  defendant,  and  the  said  A.  Steele,  according  to  the 
said  last  mentioned  laws,  that  the  liquidation  and  payments 
of  the  said  debts  so  due  to  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said 
other  creditors  by  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  A.  Steele, 
by  and  under  the  name,  style  and  firm  of  Steele  8c  Maiiton, 
St  Rio  de  Janeiro   aforesaid,   should    thenceforth    com- 
mence  and   be   continued  and  conducted,   and   the   said 
agreement  and  deliberation  hereinbefore  mentioned  of  the 
said  plaintiffs  and  the  said  other  creditors  at  Rio  de  Janeiro 
aforesaid  should  in  all  things  be  observed,  performed  and 
eiecuted,   according   to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the 
same  agreement  and  deliberation,  and  in  manner  thereby 
provided.    That  the  said  firm  of  Steele  8c  Mantoii,  by  the 
said  A.  Steele,  did  then  proceed  to  realise  and  convert  into 
money  the  whole  of  the  said  property,  rights,  estate  and 
effects  of  the  said  firm  of  Steele  &  Mantoti ;  and  from  thence 
until  the  commencement  of  this  suit  were  and  still  are 
proceeding  with  the  realisation  and  conversion  into  money 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned  ; 
and  the  same  hath  always  been  and  is  conducted  by  the 
said  A.  Steele  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  said  agreement.     That  defendant  accepted  the  said  bill 
of  eichange  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  in  London 

vol..  I. — D.  M.  £  £ 
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aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said  deliberation  and  agree- 
ment hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  that,  at  the  time  when 
defendant  accepted  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  he  was  resident 
in  England,  and  was  wholly  unaware  and  in  ignorance  of 
the  fact  of  the  several  premises  hereinbefore  mentioned  to 
have  taken  place  and  been  performed  at  Rio  de  Janeiro 
aforesaid.  That  all  and  singular  the  proceedings  aforesaid 
at  Rio  de  Janeiro  were  made  and  done  pursuant  to  and 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  empire  of  the  Brazils ;  and 
that|  by  and  according  to  the  force,  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  laws,  the  said  deliberation  and  agreement  and  premises 
aforesaid  were  and  are  a  full  and  absolute  discharge  and 
release  of  the  said  debt  in  respect  of  which  the  said  bill  of 
exchange  was  so  indorsed  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  de- 
fendant hath  becomoi  and  was,  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  absolutely  discharged  from  the  said  cause  of 
action  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned^  and  from  the 
cause  of  action  in  the  said  last  count  as  to  the  said  sum  of 
359^  68.  9d.,  parcel,  &c.,  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready 
to  verify^  Su:. 

Replication,  as  to  the  plea  of  the  defendant  by  him  first 
above  pleaded  as  to  the  first  count  of  the  said  declaratioo, 
and  also  as  to  the  sum  of  359l»  6s.  9d.y  parcel  of  the  monies 
in  the  said  second  count  mentioned,  that  the  defendant  of 
his  own  wrong,  and  without  the  cause  by  him  in  bis  said 
first  plea  alleged,  broke  his  said  promise  in  the  said  first 
count  of  the  said  declarationi  and  also  his  said  promise  in 
the  said  second  count  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  3591. 
6s.  9d,,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  said  second  count  men- 
tionedi  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiffs  have  above 
thereof  complained. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  replication.  Causes  of  demurrer, 
that  the  replication  is  bad  for  duplicity,  because  it  is  too 
large,  and  puts  in  issue  all  the  several  matters  of  defence 
alleged  by  the  plea,  instead  of  putting  in  issue  some  one 
material  allegation  contained  therein ;  and  because  the 
replication  purports  to  deny  the  excuse  set  up  by  the  plea 
for  the  breach  of  the  promises  in  the  first  count,  and  also  in 
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184S.        be  divided  amongst  the  creditors.    The  plaintiffs  replied 
de  injuria,  to  which  the  defendant  demnrred  specially. 

This  plea,  so  far  as  regards  the  account  stated,  is  plainly 
in  discharge,  not  in  excuse,  and  therefore  the  replication  is 
to  that  extent  bad.  We  think  also  that  as  regards  the 
count  on  the  bill,  the  plea  shews  matter  of  discbarge  and 
release ;  either  that  the  acceptance  was  never  binding,  or, 
if  binding,  that  it  was  released  by  the  plaintiffs  themselves ; 
and  we  therefore  hold  that  the  replication,  even  if  divisible, 
is  bad,  according  to  the  recent  cases,  which  it  is  not 
necessary  here  to  enumerate. 

But  the  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  plea  itself  is  bad. 
If  it  is  treated  as  setting  up  a  release  of  the  drawees 
before  the  bill  was  accepted,  then  the  case  of  Drage  v. 
Neiter  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  it  is  bad,  because  it 
was  made  before  the  defendant  was  chargeable,  even  before 
acceptance. 

Again,  if  the  plea  be  treated  as  setting  up  a  release  of 
the  drawers,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  can  operate  to  dis- 
charge the  drawees.  It  is  true  that  the  house  at  Rio  and 
in  London  consisted  of  the  same  persons ;  still  it  is  very 
possible  that  they  may  have  had  different  sets  of  creditors^ 
and  that  though  the  house  at  Rio  had  stopped  payment,  the 
house  in  London  may  have  been  perfectly  solvent.  The 
bill  rosy  have  been  drawn  for  a  good  and  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  it  may  have  been  very  proper  that  it  should 
be  accepted,  although  the  plaintiffs  had  agreed  that  in  the 
event  of  their  not  being  paid  by  the  drawees  they  would 
accept  a  composition  from  the  drawers,  and  had  executed 
an  instrument  by  which  they  discharged  them.  Indeed^ 
from  the  clause  in  the  agreement  which  is  above  set  out,  it 
is  plain  that  the  parties  to  that  agreement  contemplated 
that  some  bills  which  had  been  drawn  by  the  one  house  on 
the  other  might  be  accepted  and  paid  ;  and  in  that  event 
the  holders  were  to  have  the  full  benefit  of  9ucb  payment 
and  not  to  bring  the  amount  into  hotchpot.  In  other 
words,  it  is  plain  that  the  creditors  at  Rio  did  not  intend 
(a)  1  Ld.  Raym,  65. 
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to  discbarge  tbe  Liondon  house,  if  it  should  so  happen  that        1843. 

anj  of  them  had  the  security  of  that  house  for  their  debts. 

The  plea  therefore  does  not  shew  that  the  defendant  as 

acceptor,  if  the  acceptance  had  been  already  made  before 

the  agreement  was  entered  into  at  Rio,  would  have  been 

discharged,  either  by  the  law  at  Rio,  or  by  the  terms  of 

the  agreement ;  much  less  does  it  shew  any  thing  which 

discharged  the  drawees  from  accepting  the  bill,  or  released 

them  from  paying  it,  if  they  did   accept  it.     For  these 

reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad  as  an  answer 

to  the  first  count,  and  that  the  defendant,  having  accepted 

the  bill,  is  bound  by  that  acceptance,  notwithstanding  what 

is  stated  to  have  taken  place  at   Rio.     As   regards  the 

account  stated,  the  plea  would  probably  be  good,  if  it  had 

been  pleaded  to  that  count  only ;  but,  as  it  is  pleaded  to 

both  counts,  and  is  bad  as  to  one,  it  is  according  to  the 

universal  rule  bad  as  to  both,  and  our  judgment  must  be 

for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 


BosANfiUBT  and  others  v.  Woodford  and  others. 

This  was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Under  the 7 
n  .  .   .  .  (^^0, 4,  c.  46| 

Beach  in  Trinity  Term,  1842,  in  consequence  of  a  rule  which  by  8.5 

requires  that 
copieB  of  the  annual  accounts  of  banking  companies  within  the  act  shall  be  verified  by 
tbe  oath  of  the  public  officer,  taken  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  and  in  schedule  A. 
contains  a  form  of  such  affidavit,  ending,  '*  sworn  before  me,  justice  of  the  peace  in  and 
for  the  tmd  county  i"  Held,  chat  a  return,  which  appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  verified 
"before  J.  L,**  without  adding  that  he  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  was  receivable  in 
tnitnoBt  it  bnng  shewn  that  J.  L.  was  in  fact  a  justice. 

Hie  act  requires,  by  section  6,  that  such  return  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Commissioners 
of  Scamps  crery  year,  •*  between  the  28th  February  and  the  25th  March :"  Held,  not 
Aeotfsaiy,  in  oraer  to  make  the  copy  of  such  return  admissible  in  evidence  under  sec- 
tion 6,  that  it  should  be  shewn  on  the  face  of  such  copy  or  otherwise  that  the  return 
bad  been  deKvered  at  the  Sump  Office  within  the  specified  time. 

In  am  imuedirecUdbetwten  the  partners  of  a  banking  company  and  certain  defendants, 
to  tiT  whether  the  said  defendants,  as  partners  in  a  certain  joint  stock  company,  were 
iodebtad  to  the  banking  company :  Held,  that  it  was  no  defence  to  shew  that  some  of 
tbe  defendants  were  also  oartners  in  the  banking  company,  as  tbe  issue  was  directed  to 
tscertMn  the  Jaci  of  the  oefendants  being  indebted,  and  was  not  to  be  determined,  like 
aaasfm,  by  tbe  legal  rii^  of  the  parties. 
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1843.        obtained  in  the  cause  of  Bosanquet  and  others  v.  Graham. 
The  following  was  the  form  of  the  issue. 

"  Bosanquet  and  others  v.  Graham.  Upon  reading  the 
rule  made,  &c.  it  is  ordered  that  an  issue  be  tried,  in  which 
issue  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  shall  be  plaintiffs  and  the 
said  James  Woodford,  Ruth  Lacey,  George  King  Whit'' 
march,  Henry  Hills,  James  Youngs  Jeremiah  Blake,  and 
Thomas  Greaves,  shall  be  defendants;  such  issue  to  be 
tried  at  the  next  assizes  to  be  holdcn  for  the  county  of 
Wilts ;  and  that  such  issue  shall  be  for  the  purpose  of  trying 
whether  as  regards  the  said  J.  W.,  R.  Z.,  G.  K.  W.,  H» 
H.,  J.  Y.,  J.  B.,  and  T.  G.,  or  any  of  them,  any  company 
or  partnership  called  the  Southern  District  Banking  Com- 
pany was  ever  constituted ;  if  so,  whether  the  said  defend- 
ants, or  any  of  them,  were  partners  in  the  said  company; 
if  they  were,  whether  as  such  they  are  indebted  to  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank  in  any  and  what  sum,  and 
that  all  costs  shall  abide  the  event  of  the  said  issue  in  the 
same  way  as  if  the  said  issue  was  an  action  of  tort.  And 
it  is  further  ordered  that  if  the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  issue 
succeed,  judgment  shall  be  given  for  them  on  scire  facias  ; 
and  that  all  proceedings  on  scire  facias  be  stayed  in  respect 
of  any  defendant  that  succeeds ;  and  in  the  event  of  any 
difference  arising  respecting  the  said  issue,  then  that  the 
same  be  settled  by  a  judge  at  chambers  ;  and  that  the  rule 
made  in  this  cause  on  Saturday,  the  15th  of  January,  in 
Hilary  Term  last  past,  be  enlarged  until  the  said  issue  be 
determined." 

The  case  was  tried  before  Cresswell  J.  at  the  Wiltshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1842.  The  plaintiffs  were  the  partners 
of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank.  In  order  to  proTe 
that  the  defendants  were  members  of  the  Southern  District 
Banking  Company,  (which  was  a  joint  stock  company  with- 
in the  regulations  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,)  they  gave  in  evi- 
dence three  several  accounts  or  returns,  containing  the 
names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  members  of  the  company, 
made  out  and  delivered  to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps, 
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under  the  4th,  5tb  and  6th  sections  of  that  act,  which  are        1843. 
as  follows  : —  v^^-^-/ 

.  BOSAMQUET 

*'  4.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  before  any  such  corporation  v. 

or  copartnership  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  in  Woodford. 
England,  shall  begin  to  issue  any  bills  or  notes,  or  borrow, 
owe  or  take  up  any  money  on  their  bills  or  notes,  an  ac- 
count or  return  shall  be  made  out  according  to  the  form 
contained  in  the  schedule  marked  (A.)  to  this  act  annexed, 
wherein  shall  be  set  forth  the  true  names,  title  or  firm  of 
such  intended  or  existing  corporation  or  copartnership,  and 
also  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  all  the  members  of 
iQcb  corporation,  or  of  all  the  partners  concerned  or  en- 
gaged in  such  copartnership,  as  the  same  respectively  shall 
appear  on  the  books  of  such  corporation  or  copartnership, 
and  the  name  or  firm  of  every  bank  or  banks  established 
or  to  be  established  by  such  corporation  or  copartnership, 
aad  also  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  two  or  more 
persons,  being  members  of  such  corporation  or  copartner- 
ihip,  and  being  resident  in  England,  who  shall  have  been 
appointed  public  ofiicers  of  such  corporation  or  copart- 
nership, together  with  the  title  of  office  or  other  descrip- 
tion of  every  such  public  officer  repectively,  in  the  name 
of  any  one  of  whom  such  corporation  shall  sue  and  be 
raed  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  also  the  name  of  every 
town  and  place  where  any  of  the  bills  or  notes  of  such 
corporation  or  copartnership  shall  be  issued  by  any  such 
corporationi  or  by  their  agent  or  agents ;  and  every  such 
amooDt  (a)  or  return  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Commissioners 
of  Stamps  at  the  Stamp  Office  in  London,  who  shall  cause 
the  same  to  be  filed  and  kept  in  the  said  Stamp  Office,  and 
aa  entry  and  registry  thereof  to  be  made  in  a  book  or  books 
to  be  there  kept  for  that  purpose  by  some  person  or  per- 
sons to  be  appointed  by  the  said  Commissioners  in  that 
behalf,  and  which  book  or  books  any  person  or  persons 
shall  from  time  to  time  have  liberty  to  search  and  inspect 
on  payment  of  the  sum  of  one  shilling  for  every  search. 

(a)  Sk. 
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1843.  ^  5.  And  be  it  further  enactedi  that  such  account  or  re- 

y^"^^      *"*■"  shall  be  made  out  by  the  secretary  or  other  person, 
9.  beiog  ooe  of  the  public  officers  appointed  as  aforesaid,  and 

WoooFOED.  i^fl// 1^  verified  by  the  oath  of  such  secretary  or  other  public 
officer,  taken  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  and  which 
oath  any  justice  of  the  peace  is  hereby  authorised  and 
empowered  to  administer ;  and  that  such  account  or  re- 
turn shall,  between  the  ^Sth  February  and  25/A  of  March 
in  every  year  after  such  corporation  or  copartnership  shall 
be  formed,  be  in  like  manner  delivered  by  such  secretary 
or  other  public  officer  as  aforesaid  to  the  Commissioners 
of  Stamps,  to  be  filed  and  kept  in  the  manner  and  for  the 
purposes  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

*'  6.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  a  copy  of  any  such 
account  or  return  so  filed  or  kept  and  registered  at  the 
Stamp  Office  as  by  this  act  is  directed,  and  which  copy  shall 
be  certified  to  be  a  true  copy  under  the  hand  or  hands  of 
one  or  more  of  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps  for  the  time 
being,  upon  proof  made  that  such  certificate  baa  been 
signed  with  the  handwriting  of  the  person  or  persons 
making  the  same,  and  whom  it  shall  not  be  necessaiy  to 
prove  to  be  a  Commissioner  or  Commissioners,  shall  in 
all  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  and  in  all  cases  what- 
soever, be  received  as  proof  of  the  appointment  and 
authority  of  the  public  officers  named  in  such  account  or 
return,  and  also  of  the  fact  that  all  persons  named  therein 
as  members  of  such  corporation  or  copartnership  were 
members  thereof  at  the  date  of  such  account  or  retom.*' 

The  form  of  the  return  is  given  in  schedule  (A.)  of  the 
act,  and  a  form  of  affidavit  annexed.  "  A.  B,,  secretary, 
(or  other  officer,  &c.)  of  the  above  corporation  or  copartner^ 
ship,  maketh  oath  and  saith,  that  the  above  doth  contain 
the  name,  style  and  firm  of  the  above  corporation  or  copart- 
nership, and  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  several 
members  thereof,"  &c«  **  Sworn  before  me  the  (date)  at 
,  in  the  county  of  ,  C.  D.,  justice  of  peace  in 

and  for  the  said  county.'' 


Woodford. 
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The  following  objections  were  made  to  these  returns :  1B43. 

1.  That  it  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  either  of  them,  g^^^^^^ 
nor  was  any  evidence  given,  that  they  were  delivered  at  ^  v. 
the  Stamp  Office  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  act 
(between  the  S8tb  February  and  25th  March  in  each  year,) 
die  only  dates  being  those  of  the  affidavits  annexed  (under 
achedole  (A.))  neither  of  which  appeared  to  be  between 
the  £8th  February  and  ^th  March. 

S.  As  to  two  of  the  returns,  that  the  affidavit  shewed 
them  to  have  been  sworn  before  **  Joseph  Lomer,*^  without 
any  addition  of  ''justice  of  the  peace/'  so  that  it  did  not 
appear  by  the  jurat  that  these  returns  were  sworn  to  before 
a  person  having  authority  to  administer  the  oath. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  both  objections,  allowing 
evidence  to  be  given  that  Joseph  Lomer  was  in  fact  a  justice 
of  peace  at  the  date  of  the  affidavit. 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  two  of  the  defendants 
{Greave$  and  Fotiiig)  were  partners  or  shareholders  in  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank  (which  is  not  a  joint  stock 
bank  trading  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46.)  It  was  contended 
for  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiffs  must  fail  on  this  evi- 
dence, the  terms  of  the  last  issue  being  ^  whether  the 
defendants,  as  partners  in  the  Southern  District  Banking 
Company,  were  indebted  to  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank.'' 
The  learned  judge  overruled  this  objection  also. 
Verdict  for  plaintiffs. 

In  the  foik>wing  term  Bompas,  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
defendants ;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  account  of  the  reception 
of  illegal  evidence. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUeti  S.  G.,  Erie  and  Buti  shewed  cause  (a)« 

(«)  The  case  was  ai^gaed  in     J.,  PaUesonf  William  and  CoU* 
Mkbtmbaan  Tena  last,  (Nov.  8     ridgeyJs. 
sod  SO,)  before  Lord  Denmm  C. 
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Bampas,  Seijt.i  Crowder  and  Ogle,  cootriL     I.  The  ac-  ^ 
count  or  return  is  only  evidence  of  the  partnership,  by  sec-«^« 
tion  6,  at  the  period  of  its  own  date,  and  therefore  it  is  es— « 
sential  that  it  should  appear  when  it  was  filed  at  the  Stamps 4 
Office.     No  account  is  so  receivable  except  one, ''  filed  oB4 
kept  and  registered  at  the  Stamp  Office,  as  by  tUs  act  is  ( 
rected;'*  that  is  to  say,  between  certain  days  in  every  ye 
The  provision  then  cannot  be  regarded  as  merely  director]|^-M^3>| 
Nor  is  it  any  sufficient  answer  to  say  that,  by  section  18,     ^^S 
copartnership  neglecting  to  send  returns  is  liable  to  fofte^a^^f^^ 
500L    I1iat  is  a  provision  for  the  protection  of  the  publi»f  f  ./^ 


and  in  no  way  touches  the  question  of  the  validity  of 
returns  for  the  purpose  of  evidence  :   Ex  parte  P\ 
in  re  Phillips  {a\  Harwood  v.  Law{b).     The  return 
which  the  name  of  f'  Lomer^  was  attached  was  alao  ii 
missible,  from  the  jurat  not  shewing  the  jurisdiction 
Lomer  to  take  the  affidavit.    ''Where  a  special  statute 
power  is  exercised,  the  party  who  acts  must  take  care 
bring  himself  within  the  terms  of  the  statute.    Whether 
order  be  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  by  a  justice 
peace,  the  facts  which  gave  the  authority  must  be  stal 
Coleridge  J.,  in  Christie  v.  Utiwin(c). 

2.  As  to  the  other  po\nt{d).    Undoubtedly  the  princi| 
of  Bosmiquet  v.  Wray{e)  would  apply,  if  this  was  an  acti«^^*Mi. 
And  the  very  terms  of  the  issue,  whether  the  defi5nda..sss<>^ 

were  indebted  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank ^ 

partners  in  the  Southern  District  Banking  Company,  sb^^^ 
that  the  objection  may  be  equally  taken  on  the  trial  of  it(_    ^j)' 


^e 
no// 
to 

of 

^'y    I 

to      . 


of      - 


Ctff*  ode. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of         ^^ 


(a)  lMont.&  Chit.  611. 
(6)  7  M.  &  W,  203. 

(c)  11  Ad.&E.3T8;5.C.SP. 
&D.304. 

(d)  On  thb  point  the  coansel 


who  shewed  cause  referred  to  ^^^ 
1&9  VkLc.96. 

(e)  6  Taunt.  $9t. 

(/)  Delkifelv.Aftfli^lBAi^^ 
664. 


fit 


^ 
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Court  as  follows : — This  was  an  application  to  enter  a  ver-       1843. 
diet  for  the  defendants,  or  for  a  new  trial.     We  shall  con-    -^^^^^"^^^ 
aider  the  latter  branch  of  the  application  first.  v. 

It  arises  out  of  the  trial  of  certain  issues  directed  by  this    Woodpobd. 
Court;  of  which  the  first  was,  whether,  as  regards  the  de- 
fendants or  any  of  them,  a  certain  company,  called  the 
Southern  District  Banking  Company,  was  ever  constituted; 
and  if  so,  secondly,  whether  as  regards  the  London  and 
Westmiuster  Bank  (the   plaintiffs)  the  defendants  were 
partners  in  the  said  Southern  District  Banking  Company, 
and,  if  so,  thirdly,  whether  they  are  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiffs.    And  the  motion  is  made  in  consequence  of  the  ad- 
mission of  certain  evidence  to  prove  the  affirmative  of  the 
second  issue.     That  evidence  was   the  return  of  share- 
holders,  Su:.  to  the  Stamp  Office,  in  pursuance  of  the  7 
Geo.  4f  e.46,  by  the  Southern  District  Banking  Company. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  these  returns  were  made  in 
conformity  to  the  provisions  of  that  act,  or  are  inadmissible 
by  reason  of  their  alleged  deviation  therefrom.     And  this 
of  course  leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  sections  of 
the  act  on  which  this  question  depends.     We  would  pre- 
mise, however,  that  as  to  three  (the  number  received  in 
evidence,  according  to  the  learned  judge's  notes),  the  main 
abjection  prevails.    As  to  two,  there  was  the  additional  ob- 
jcctioo,  that  the  person  before  whom  they  purported  to 
have  been  sworn  did  not  describe  himself  in  the  jurat  as 
sach  person  as  is  required  by  the  act  to  administer  the 
otth. 

We  think,  however,  that  the  substance  of  the  transaction 
isithat  the  party  verifying  the  return  should  be  in  fact  duly 
sworn,  and  that,  therefore,  if  the  party  who  administered 
the  oath  really  had  jurisdiction,  those  two  returns  (so  far 
ti  this  objection  is  concerned)  were  properly  received. 

The  principal  object  of  the  act  in  question  was  to  ex- 
tend the  power  of  corporations  and  copartnerships  under 
certain  restrictions  in  carrying  on  the  business  of  bankers. 
Before  any  such  corporation  or  company  shall  avail  them- 
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selves  of  the  bene&t  of  the  act>  they  are  required  to  make 
a  return  in  the  form  of  Schedule  A.,  annexed  to  the  act, 
wherein,  amongst  other  particulars  therein  mentionedi  are 
to  be  contained  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  all  the 
members  of  such  corporation  or  copartnership,  or  of  all 
the  partners  concerned  or  engaged  in  such  copartnership,  as 
the  same  respectively  shall  appear  on  the  books  of  such  cor^ 
poration  or  copartnership.  It  is  then  provided  (by  sect.  4) 
that  the  amount(a)  or  return  shall  be  delivered  to  the  com- 
missioners of  stamps,  and  shall  be  fihed,  and  ''an  entry  and 
registry  thereof  made  in  a  book,  to  be  open  to  public  in- 
spection on  payment  of  Is. 

It  may  be  observed,  in  passing,  that  the  object  of  thia 
(the  4th  and  principal)  section  obviously  is  to  protect  the 
public,  and  to  facilitate  a  remedy  against  all  persona  com- 
posing such  corporation  or  partnership  as  is  therein  de- 
scribed. It  is  obvious  also  that  no  time  for  making  this  re- 
turn is  specified,  except  only  that  it  shall  be  done  before 
the  corporation  or  partnership  shall  have  the  benefit  of  the 
act. 

Then  follows  the  5th  section,  on  which  the  question 
arises;  and  it  is  thereby  enacted,  that  such  account  or  re* 
turn  shall  be  certified,  on  oath,  before  any  justice  of  the 
peace,  by  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  corporation  or 
copartnership;  and  that  such  account  or  return  shall,  6e- 
tween  the  2Bth  day  of  February  and  the  Uth  day  of  March 
in  every  year,  in  like  manner  be  delivered  by  such  officer  as 
aforesaid  to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps,  to  be  filed,  &c 
as  aforesaid.  And,  by  section  6,  a  copy  of  such  account 
or  return,  certified  by  one  or  more  Commissioner  or  Com- 
missioners of  Stamps  in  the  manner  specified  shall  be  ad- 
missible in  evidence  in  proof  (amongst  other  things)  **  that 
all  the  persons  named  therein  as  members  of  such  corpo- 
ration or  copartnership  were  members  thereof  at  the  date 
of  such  account  or  return.**  And  the  objection  founded,  as 
already  observed,  upon  the  6th  section,  is,  that  such  ac* 

(a)  Sk. 
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count  or  return  ia  not  shewn  to  have  been  made  within  the        1843. 
prescribed  period  (between  the  28th  February  and  25th  of 
March),  there  being  no  date  in  any  of  the  three,  except  of    ^'^^^ 
the  day  when  the  oath  was  administered  to  the  officer  veri-    Woodford. 
fjiog  his  return;  and  in  each  case  that  date  is  not  within 
that  period. 

The  objection  therefore  is  certainly  founded  in  fact;  but 
whether  it  ought  to  have  excluded  all  these  returns  is  the 
question.    Now  the  substance  of  the  transaction  is  the  re- 
torn,  by  the  officer  of  the  corporation  or  co-partnership,  of  the 
Dimes  of  their  respective  members.  That  return  is  the  opera* 
tife  and  binding  thing.    The  Commissioners  of  Stamps  have 
DO  power  of  altering  such  return,  or  means  for  the  purpose. 
The  office  of  stamps  is  a  mere  deposit,  where  the  return, 
as  it  came,  is  directed  to  remain,  without  the  possibility  of 
firiation.     The  date  of  the  account  or  return  is  the  material 
point  of  time.    That  is  to  fix  who  are,  and  who  are  not, 
members.     No  other  date  for  any  material  thing  to  be  done 
ii  anywhere  alluded  to ;  and|  whenever  it  may  be  returned 
to  the  Stamp  Office,  the  only  material  date,  (as  section  6 
declares),  is   that  when  the  account  or  return  is  made, 
which  is  when  the  officer  verifies  it,  and  can  be  no  other. 
We  do  not  therefore  think  that  the  Commissioners   of 
Stamps,  (who  are  merely  passive  in  the  transaction,  and 
ha?e  no  authority  to  interfere  as  to  the  time  or  manner  of 
making  them),  not  having  been  shewn  to  have  received  the 
I      retams  within  the  specified  time,  ought  in  effect  to  invali- 
date them,  but  that  the  clause  in  question  ought  to  be  con- 
I      lidered   as  directory  only.      Seeing,  therefore,  that  they 
were  intended,  as  has  been  already  observed,  to  operate 
I      solely  for  the  information  and  benefit  of  the  public,  and  to 
'      biod  the  corporation  or  company  or  co-partnership,  we  are 
I      of  opinion  that  they  were  properly  received  in  evidence. 
The  other  object  of  the  motion,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  is  attended  with  less  difficulty,  and  is  more 
easily  disposed  of.     We  do  not  rely  on  a  preliminary  ob- 
jection, that  no  leave  appears  by  the  notes  of  the  learned 
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1843.       judge  to  have  been  reserved   for  the  defendants.     This 
J^"^^      part  of  the  motion  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that,  be- 
V,  cause  certain  individuals  are  members  of  each  of  the  con- 

WooDFoRD.  tending  companies,  therefore  no  action  can  be  maintained 
by  the  one  against  the  other.  And  in  support  of  this  pro- 
position the  case  of  Bosanquet  and  others  v«  Wray(a)p  and 
other  authorities  to  the  like  effect,  were  cited.  But  this  is 
not  such  an  action.  It  is  an  issue  directed  by  this  Court 
to  ascertain  certain  facts  with  a  view  to  ulterior  proceed- 
ings.  And  there  is  no  reason  why  it  may  not  for  such 
purpose  vary  the  legal  position  and  rights  of  the  parties,  as 
in  issues  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  constantly 
done.  In  such  case,  nothing  is  more  usual  than  that  a 
special  direction  should  be  given  not  to  set  up  partnership 
or  bankruptcy,  or  that  a  witness  wholly  incompeleot  in 
point  of  law  should  be  examined  upon  the  trial.  And,  in 
the  present  instance,  the  third  issue  is  expressly  directed  to 
try  whether  the  Southern  District  Banking  Company  (the 
defendants)  are  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs.  Upon  such  trial 
it  is  no  answer  to  say  (supposing  that  with  truth  it  may  b^ 
said)  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  sue  the  defendants  for 
any  debt.    That  is  not  the  nature  of  the  inquiry. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  th(^ 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  6  Taant.  597. 
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Dob  d.  Hartridge  v.  Gilbert.  Tue$di^f 

Dec  5. 
PECIAL  case,  stating  as  follows:  —  In  August,  1788,  A  marriage 
FaUer  was  married  to  Catherine  Clifford^  and  in  whic^ccitain 

^::^DtempIation  of  marriage  a  settlement  was  made  of  the  ^^^^  ^^*  ^^^' 

1  -  t   •      .  .  .  i.  .  .  .  reyed  to  the 

»s-operty  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action.  husband  for 

Bj  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  respec-  Jo^*^™/^^*!! 

i^elj    the   2£d  and  2dd  of  August,   1788,    the  property  life,  remainder 

ought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action  was  conveyed  to  trus-  orthemarriale 

es   to  the  use  of  James  Foster  and  his  heirs,  until  the  as  tenants  in 

nsmrriaget  remainder  to  the  use  of  James  Foster  and  his  tail, contained 

wkmsignm  for  life,  remainder  to  the  trustees  to  preserve  con*  *  power  to  the 

^ingent  remainders ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  James  event  of  her 

.Fbsfty^  to  the  use  of  Catherine  Clifford,  his  intended  wife,  h"7jjln"/  "l^ 

miad  fier  assigns  for  her  life ;  and  after  the  death  of  the  lease  by  in- 

sunrivorp  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  children  of  James  her  bmd  an? 

FoMier  and  Catherine  Clifford,  to  be  equally  divided  between  "^al  for  any 

thefn  (if  more  than  one)  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  ceeding2i 

in  oommon,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  of  the  several  ^®^? '"  P^ 

,    .         -    ,  .  session,  so  that 

and  respective  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  thebestannual 

«»>«<»-.  .         rrJSnfn? 

In  this  settlement  was  contained  the  following  proviso  :  that  none  of 

Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  by  shoufd'bTdis- 

and  between  all  the  said  parties  to  these  presents  that  it  punishable  of 

shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  James  Foster,  express  words 

mt  any  time  or  times  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  tobetherem 

.  .       _,.         '     .    ,  contained,  and 

to  or  for  the  said  Catherine  Clifford,  his  intended  wife,  at  so  as  in  every 

any  time  or  times  during  her  life,  by  indenture  under  his  JeJes  th"re 
or  her  respective  hand  and  seal,  to  demise  or  lease  the  said  should  be  con- 

tnessuages  or  tenements,  land,  hereditaments  and  premises  of  re-entrv  for 

non-payment 
of  rent,  and  that  the  lessees  should  seal  and  deliver  a  counterpart  thereof. 
T\ft  wife  sarrived  her  husband,  and  married  the  defendant,  and  nfler  tne  marriage 
^ttuied  to  him  by  indenture  under  her  hand  and  seal,  at  a  rent  assumed  to  be  the  best 
^Qtl  rent,  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement,  to  hold  for  fourteen  years  from 
^  14th  of  October,  1834,  if  the  lessee  should  so  long  live,  and  a  counterpart  was 
ciecoted  by  the  defendant. 

.  Beld,  that  this  was  not  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  as  against  the  tenants  in  tail 
)>  Kominder,  because  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest  requires  a  bargain  between 
Independent  persons. 
VOL.  1. — P.  M.  P  F 
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hereby  granted  and  released,  or  intended  so  to  be,  or  any 
of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any  person  or  persons  for 
any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty-one 
years  in  possession,  and  not  in  reversion,  remainder  or  ex- 
pectancy, so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there  may  be  reserved 
and  made  payable  during  the  continuance  thereof  the  moat 
and  best  improved  yearly  rent  that  can  be  reasonably  bad 
or  obtained  for  the  same,  without  taking  any  sum  or  sums 
of  money  or  other  thing  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in 
respect  of  such  lease  or  leases,  and  so  as  none  of  the  lessees 
be  made  dispunishable  of  waste  by  any  express  words  to 
be  therein  contained,  and  so  as  in  every  of  the  said  leases 
there  be  contained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of 
the  rent  or  rents  to  be  thereby  respectively  reserved ;  and 
so  as  the  lessee  or  lessees,  to  whom  such  lease  or  Jeases 
shall  be  made,  do  seal  and  deliver  a  counterpart  or  coun* 
terparts  thereof,  any  thing  herein  contained  to  the  contrai; 
thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding. 

The  marriage  took  place  on  the  26th  of  August,  1788, 
Jamei  Foster  died  in  1811,  and  his  wife  died  in  October, 
1841,  and  there  was  issue  of  the  mi^rriage  two  sons  and 
four  daughters. 

The  lessors  of  the  plainti6F  were  the  children,  or  the 
legal  representatives  of  the  children  of  this  marriage,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  if  no  valid 
lease  was  executed  by  the  widow. 

In  August,  1812,  the  widow  of  James  Foster  married 
Thomas  Gilbert,  and  on  the  18th  April,  1835,  executed  an 
instrument  which  contained  a  demise  of  the  property  sought 
to  be  recovered  in  this  action  to  her  husband,  Thomas  Gil- 
bert,  for  fourteen  years,  from  the  11th  of  October,  1834,  (if 
the  lessee  should  so  long  live,)  at  the  yearly  rent  of  64/., 
payable  half  yearly  on  the  6th  of  April  and  the  lltb  of 
October.  A  counterpart  of  this  instrument  was  executed 
by  Thomas  Gilbert.  The  validity  of  this  instrument  as  a 
lease  under  the  power  contained  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment is  disputed  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  but  it  has 
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A^^eo  agreed  that  they  shall  not  make  any  objection  to  ita 
^^^iiidity  on  accoant  of  the  rent  reserved. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  a  valid 
^  .siecutioD  of  the  power  contained  in  the  indenture  of  the 
^^.^d  of  August,  1788,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
f^laintjff  by  confession ;  if  they  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  a 
w  ^alid  execution  of  the  said  poweri  judgment  is  to  be  entered 
F^d^r  the  defendant  by  nolle  prosequi. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  Term  last  (a),  by  Thesiger 

tf^'^c^r  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Piatt  for  the  de- 

:CeDdaot;    but  the  nature  of  the  arguments  used  and  the 

^mithoritiea  cited  appears  so  fully  from  the  judgment  of  the 

CZourt,  that  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  report  them  at 

length. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Oourt  as  follows : 

In  this  case  the  question  turned  on  the  validity  of  a  lease 
Sranted  by  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  marriage  settlement,  to 
^bicb  the  only  objection  was  that  it  was  granted  by  a  wife 
U>  ber  husband, — by  the  widow  of  the  settlor  to  the  person 
^booi  abe  married  after  the  death  of  her  former  husband. 
Use  settlor. 

The  power  of  leasing  reserved  to  her  by  the  settlement 
^Was  *'  by  indenture  under  her  hand  and  seal  to  demise  or 
lease  tbe  premises  to  any  person  or  persons"  for  twenty- 
one  years,  so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there  be  reserved  the 
l^eat  rent ;  **  and  so  as  none  of  tbe  said  leases  be  made 
diapaniabable  of  waste  by  any  express  words  to  be  therein 
Contained ;  and  so  as  in  every  of  the  said  leases  there  be 
oontained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent; 
%aid  so  as  the  lessee  do  seal  and  deliver  a  counterpart 
Uiereof.'' 

It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  lessors  of  plaintiff,  who 

(«)  Jane  S,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteton,  Williami  and  Cole- 
F  F  2 
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were  entitled  in  remainder  under  the  marriage  settlemen 
that  this  lease  is  void,  because  husband  and  wife  being  oi 
person  in  law  can  make  no  grant  to  each  other. 

It  was  also  urged  that  the  restrictions  on  the  power 
leasing  contained  in  the  marriage  settlement  could  not 
enforced  where  the  wife  demised  to  the  husband,  for  a 
can  neither  re-enter  and  eject  him  on  non-payment  of  r 
rent  or  breach  of  any  other  covenant,  nor  make  bim 
swerable  for  waste,  nor  take  from  him  any  binding  count* 
part  of  the  lease.  There  is  no  case  in  point.  For 
defendant  we  were  referred  to  Co.  Lit.  52  m,  112  a,  18' 
and  Bro.  Jbr.  tit.  Executor,  pi.  17;  but  one  answer  app'^0^^ 
to  all  those  passages  that  appear  favourable  to  him :  the 
wife  was  acting  in  auter  droit  in  all  the  cases  where  slk^r^* 
recognized  by  law  as  having  power  to  act  independeQ|{]r  €>^  ^* 
or  in  opposition  to,  her  husband.     Lady  AntrinCs  case  wi 


-r  of 

she 
-the 

ihe 


.-iO 


also  cited  from  the  Chancery  Cases,  18,  which  is  found  also^^^^  ^ 
in  16  Vin.  Abr.  481 ;  Corny tCs  Dig.  Poiar  (c.  1.  b.),  and  3 
Salk.  276.  But  that  case  merely  laid  down,  that  where  a 
feme  sole  reserves  a  power  of  leasing,  and  marries,  her 
execution  of  that  power  is  defective  for  no  other  reason 
than  that  her  husband  joined  in  making  the  lease.  Sup- 
posing  this  decision  sound,  which  may  be  doubted  from 
other  decisions  reported  in  the  same  page,  and  from  a  caae 
under  the  head  "  Authority'' (a)  in  the  same  book,  it  cer- 
tainly adds  no  force  to  the  defendant's  argument. 

But  in  this  case  recourse  was  had  to  the  principle,  that, 
where  a  power  of  appointment  is  executed,  the  party  cre- 
ating the  power  is  considered  in  law  as  the  party  conveying, 
and  the  party  who  executes  merely  as  an  instrument  in  his 
hands.  We  think,  however,  that  tenant  for  life,  with  power 
to  grant  leases,  is  not  in  the  situation  of  one  who  is  merely 
empowered  to  appoint,  but  that  he  has  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest,  which  requires  a  bargain  between  inde- 
pendent persons,  and  a  grant  which  is  not  void  at  law. 


(a)  Harm  v.  Graham^  3  Vin.  Ab.  419. 
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The  conditions  annexed  to  every  leasing  power  are  for 
benefit  of  the  remainder-mani  and  the  protection  of  his 
mwitereat  in  the  property,  when  the  life  estate  shall  have 
^^nninated. 

It  is  enough  to  refer  for  a  statement  of  this  doctrine  to 
M  Burr.  121y  2y(a);  and  though  such  remainder-man  has 
Mm  is  remedy  on  the  covenants  of  the  lease,  when  his  estate 
^^rcsts  in  possession,  it  is  manifest  that  that  protection  may 
l>«  lost  for  want  of  a  liability  in  the  lessee  during  the  co« 
^crture. 

The  mischief  may  be  incurable  after  a  long  enjoyment 
"vvith  complete  immunity. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
"^itf  are  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
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(a)  Taylor  d.  Atkynt  v.  Horde, 


HUGGINS  V.  COATES. 

-^\SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received,  interest,  and  where 
^^n  an  account  stated. 

Pleas^  I.  Non  assumpsit. 

2.  Statute  of  Limitations. 


Saturday^ 
Dec.  m. 


an 
annuity  was 
srented  by  the 
defendant  to 
tlie  plaintiff  in 
1826,  part  of 
3.  That  before    the   making  of  the   defendant's  the  securities 

t^romise,  to  wit,  on  the  ISth  of  June,  1826,  by  an  indenture  a^warrantof 

^^ade  between  the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  A.  B.  and  C.  attorney  and 

judgment, 
of  the  second  part,  the  plaintiff  of  the  third  part,  and  D.  of  which  were 

tbe  fourth  part,  in  consideration  of  1500/.  paid  by  the  plain-  Jg*^'''^'^^^^^^^^^ 

tiff  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  did  covenant  with  the  by  the  Court, 

upon  applica- 
^oa  by  the  defendant,  the  rule  nisi  stating;  amongst  other  grounds  a  defect  in  the  memo- 
nal,  but  it  did  not  appear  from  the  rule  absolute  that  the  judgment  and  warrant  of 
Htomey  were  set  aside  upon  that  ground,  and  no  examined  copy  of  the  memorial  was 
Kodoced  by  the  defendant,  nor  any  defect  therein  proved : — 

Heldf  1.  That  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  lay  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
tbe  consideration  of  the  annuity. 

S.  That  tbe  Statute  of  Limitations  was  no  bar  to  the  action,  the  defendant  not  having 
proved  the  annuity  to  be  void  ab  initio. 
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l8iS.        plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant  woald  during  the  term  of 
^"^^      ninety-nine  years  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid^  if  the 
«.  defendant  should  so  long  live^  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  at,  &c.,  an 

CoATBS.       annuity  of  225L,  by  equal  quarterly  payments,  to  be  made, 
&c.    And  the  defendant  further  says  that  the  said  indenture 
not  having  been  duly  memorialized  according  to  the  statute 
made  and  passed  in  the  53rd  year  of  the  reign  of  bis  late 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  and  the  same  being  null 
and  void,  the  said  sum  of  money  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned  is  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  as 
money  received  by  the  defendant  to  bis  use,  being  the  aaid 
sum  of  1500L,  the  consideration  so  advanced  and  paid  fosr      -. 
the  said  annuity  as  aforesaid.    And  the  defendant  furthem^  -^ 
says  that  the  advance  and  payment  of  the  said  sum  <^C^ 
1500/.  was,  to  wit,  on  the  said   Idth  day  of  June,^  182S»  ^ 
solicited  and  procured  of  and  from  the  plaintiff  for  tl^.^.^^ 
defendant  by  one   Daniel  Davies,  and   the  said  DanS^^^^ 
Davies  before  the  said  advance  and  payment,  and  befc^  ^^r-c 
the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  the  day  a^K=:m<i 
year  last  aforesaid^  asked  and  demanded  of  and  from  ^^Vse 
defendant  a  greater  sum  and  sums  of  money,  gratuity  a^  -Kid 
reward,  for  soliciting  and  procuring  the  said  advance  iB^^vid 
payment,  than  the  sum  of  105.  for  every  100/.  advance  ed 
and  paid,  that  is  to  say,  the  said  Daniel  Davies  then  asls^ed 
and  demanded  of  the  defendant  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  SO^D/', 
and  at  the  time  when  the  said  indenture  was  made,  as.  nd 
when  the  said  advance  and  payment  of  the  said  sum       of 
1500/.  was  so  advanced  and  paid  to  the  defendant,  the  s^^ 
Daniel  Davies  took  and  received  thereout  the  sum  of  SC^O* 
for  soliciting  and  procuring  the  said  advance  and  paym^  ^ 
contrary  to  the  said  statute.     And  the  defendant  avers  ^^3 
the  plaintiff  advanced  and  paid  the  said  sum  of  1500/^ 
the  defendant  partly  for  the  purpose  of  his  paying  to  '^ 
said  Daniel  Davies  the  said  sum  of  money,  gratuity  ^ 
reward,  and  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time  of  bis  s^ 
advance  and  payment  well  knew  that  part  of  the  money 
advanced  and  paid  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid  would 


^  ^^hesakl  sum  of  1500/.,  or  any  part  thereof.  Verification,  8cc« 

5th.  To  the  first  count,  fraud  and  covin. 
0tb«  A»  to  6761.  payment. 
^:  7tb.  As  to  675/.  set  off. 

^y  Raplieatioa.    To  the  second  plea,  that  the  said  several 

^  ^HNuet  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  each  of 

A  '^hai^  did  accroa  to  the  plaintiff  within  six  years  next  before 

^  J  ^^ike  eonmenoamant  of  the  suit. 

f  J  To  iIm  tUrd  pita,  a  traverse  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that 


Huooias 
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^^propriated  and  applied  in  paying  the  said  Daniel  Daties        i843. 

le  said  sum  of  money,  gratuity  and  reward,  for  soliciting 
9id  procuring  the  said  loan  and  advance,  and  that  the  said 

'el  Davies  would  take  and  receive  the  same  thereout.      Coatis. 
erification,  &c. 

4th.  And  for  a  further  plea  in  this  behalf  to  the  said  first 
un^  the  defendant  saith,  that  before  the  making  of  the 
id  supposed  promise  in  that  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
lie  13th  day  of  June,  18£6,  by  an  indenture  then  made 
tween  the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  A.  B.  and  C.  of 
second  part,  the  plaintiff  of  the  third  part,  and  D.  of 
le  fourth  part,  in  consideration  of  1500/.  paid  by  the 
>laiotiff  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  did  covenant  with 
e  plaintiff,  (setting  out  the  same  covenant  for  the  pay* 
ent  of  the  annuity  alleged  in  the  first  plea.)  The  plea 
hen  weot  on  to  allege,  that  the  indenture  not  having 
sen  duly  memorialized,  and  having  been  vacated,  the 
ney  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in  that  count 
«a  the  consideration  money  for  the  said  annuity,  and  then 
ntioned  as  follows :  And  the  plaintiff  so  seeks  to  recover 
the  said  sum  of  1500/.  as  aforesaid,  on  the  ground 
by  reason  that  the  grant  of  the  said  annuity  was  null 
void,  and  that  the  same  has  been  vacated,  nevertheless 
defendant  says  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  at  any  time 
^sefore  the  commencement  of  this  suit  request  or  demand 
^3f  the  defendant  that  he  would  repay  to  him  the  said  sum 
^f  IMOJ.,  and  the  defendant  did  not  at  any  time  before  the 
flDencement  of  this  suit  refuse  to  repay  the  plaintiff 
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1843.  any  part  of  the  money  00  advanced  and  paid  to  the  defend- 
ant as  in  that  plea  alleged  would  be  appropriated  to  paying 
the  said  Daniel  Davies  in  that  plea  mentioned  the  sum  of 
money,  gratuity  or  reward,  in  the  said  third  plea  men- 
tioned,  for  soliciting  or  procuring  the  loan  in  that  plea 
mentioned^  or  that  the  said  Daniel  Dames  would  take  or 
receive  the  same  thereout  in  manner  and  form.  Sec. 

To  the  fourth  pica,  that  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  to  wit,  8CC.9  the  plainti6f  did  request  and  demand  of 
the  defendant  that  he  would  repay  him  the  said  sum  of 
money  in  the  said  fourth  plea  mentioued|  concluding  to  the 
country. 

To  the  fifth,  sixth  and  seventh  pleas,  a  traverse  of  the 
fraud  and  covin,  payment,  and  set  o£P,  respectively  alleged  in 
these  pleas. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  West- 
minster, at  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1842.  At 
the  trial  the  annuity  deed  was  put  in,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  annuity  had  never  been  paid  since  the  first  year,  but 
that  the  defendant  continued  to  reside  in  this  country,  in 
Stanhope  Street,  after  the  granting  of  the  annuity,  till  the 
year  ]829i  when  he  went  abroad,  and  did  not  return  till 
]8d9.  In  1842,  the  plaintiff  having  arrested  the  defendant 
for  3000/.I  being  the  sum  for  which  judgment  bad  been 
entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  given  to  secure  the 
annuity,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  from  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  to  shew  cause  why  ''  the  warrant  of  attor- 
ney and  judgment  given  to  secure  the  annuity,  and  the 
testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  and  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  defendant  dis- 
charged out  of  custody,''  which  was  afterwards  made  abso- 
lute, and  the  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  the  above  rulei  but  he 
did  not  produce  any  examined  copy  of  the  memorial  of  the 
annuity,  nor  prove  otherwise  than  by  the  rule  nisi  and  the 
rule  absolute  for  setting  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judg- 
ment aside  the  existence  of  any  defect  in  the  memoriaL 
The  rule  nisi  disclosed  the  following  grounds  for  the  appli- 
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lioD :  **  First,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  to         1843. 

the  payment  of  an  annuity  void  by  the  Annuity  Act, 

y  reason  of  the  memorial  of  the  deed  of  grant  of  the  said 

inuity  being  defective  in  the  names  of  the  parties,  the 

ed  being  described  therein  as  of  three  parts,  and  being  of 

ur  parts,  one  John  Billinghunt  being  a  party  to  the  said 

eed,  and  his  name  being  omitted  in  the  said  memorial. 

econdly.  That  it  was  improperly  described  as  a  warrant  of 

^^tomey  in  the  sum  of  3000/.,  instead  of  a  warrant  of  attor- 

«y  to  confess  judgment  for  that  sum  ;  that  James  Howard 

nd  Andrew  Freeman^  mentioned  as  parties  thereto,  were 

ot  described  as  attornies  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench; 

laat  it  was  not  stated  in  the  memorial  that  the  said  warrant 

^  f  attorney  was  for  securing  payment  of  the  said  annuity ; 

bat  the  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  annuity, 

^d  how  paid,  and  the  amount  of  the  said  annuity,  were 

««>t  stated  in  the  said    warrant  of  attorney  or  memorial 

l=iere#r.     Thirdly,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not 

operly   stamped,  and  that  the  judgment  ought  to  have 

:n  revived  by  scire  facias.     Fourthly,  that  the  judgment 

as  in  the  name  of  Muggins  as  plaintiff,  and  the  testatum 

^pias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  at  the  suit  of  Muggins, 

^Kid  that  the  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  was  tested 

^  having  been  issued  in  the  year  1802. 

The  rule  absolute  was  in  the  following  words : — 
^okm  Huggins  1     Upon  reading  the  rule  made   in   this 
V.  Scause  on  Monday,  the  19th  day  of  April, 

Coates.jin  this  term,  and  the  affidavit,  &c.,  it  is 
rdered  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  upon  which  judgment 
as  been  entered  up  in  this  action,  the  judgment  and  exe- 
^ution,  and  other  proceedings  be  set  aside  without  costs, 
^nd  that  the  defendant  be  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of 
^  lie  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Sussex  at  the  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  name  of  Huggins.  And  it  is  further  ordered 
^liat  the  defendant  shall  not  bring  any  action  against  any  of 
'^lie  parties  concerned  in  the  execution,  including,  amongst 
^>thers,  the  said  sheriff. 
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1S4S.  For  the  defendant  it  was  objeeted  at  the  trial  that  no  de- 

fective memorial  of  the  grant  of  annuity  had  been  shown, 
and  that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  rules  nisi  and  absolute 
that  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment  had  been  set  aside, 
because  they  were  given  to  secure  an  annuity  void  by  the  An- 
nuity Act.  For  the  plaintiff  Scurfield  v.  Chwland  (a)  and 
Cowper  V,  Godmond  (Jb)  were  cited  ;  and  the  jury»  under 
the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  with  1500/.  damages  on  the  first  issue,  with 
liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  for 
the  plaintiff  also  on  the  second  issue,  with  liberty  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  that  issue ;  < 

the  remaining  issues,  with  the  exception  of  the  fourth,  were  ^ 

also  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  fourth  issue  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Hoggins,  in  the  Hilary  Term  following,  accordingly  ob-  ^ 

tained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  -x 

the  defendant  upon  the  second  issue,  against  which  ^  *- 

Piatt  shewed   cause  (c).    The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  o 

recover  back  from  the  defendant  the  money  paid  by  faim  as  ei 

the  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  the  annnity,  a  portion  sor 

of  the  securities  having  been  set  aside.    The  plaintiff  con-  --< 

tracted  for  one  entire  assurance,  consisting  of  several  seen-  -»s 

rities,  and  he  has  a  right  to  have  that  assurance  entire,  «9 
or  to  have  back  his  money  ;  Scurfield  v.  Gowland  (a). 

Nor  is  the  plaintiff  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  for  -xo 

the  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  till  the  security  has  been  mm^ 

avoided*  The  annuity  acts  are  for  the  protection  of  grantors  e-a^ 

of  annuities,  and  the  grantee  has  no  right  of  action  for  the  ^ci 

recovery  of  the  consideration  paid  for  the  parchase  of  the  ^^ 

annuity  till  the  grantor  has  avoided  the  security }  till  then  "^ 

the  money  is  not  money  had  and  received  by  the  grantor  to  o^ 

(«)  6  Eut,  341.  vMatioQ   (Dsesmbsr  5>    btlbte  '^^ 

{b)  9  Bug,  t48.  LordDouMHiC.  J.,PaMMn,  tTt^  -^ 

(c)  On  a  former  day  in  this     ^toMf  and  Colmdl^e  Ju 
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^Jie  use  of  the  grantee  $  Cowper  ▼•  Godmund^a),  It  is  true        i843. 

^  Aat  there  had  been  payments  in  that  case  on  account  of 

^  Jie  annuity  within  sii  years  of  the  commencement  of  the 

ction,  but  it  was  not  decided  on  that  ground.  Tindal  C.  J. 

Bxpretsly  says  ^*  The  cause  of  action  comprises  two  steps. 

The  first  is  the  original   advance  of  the  money  by  the 

intee ;  the  second^  the  grantor's  election  to  avail  himself 

f  Ihe  defect  of  the  memorial  of  annuity.    The  cause  of 

ioo»  therefore,  was  not  complete  till  the  last  step  was 

eo  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1830.     If  we  were  to  decide 

therwise,  the  grantor  of  a  defective  annuity  might  in  every 

defraud  the  annuitant  by  paying  the  annuity  for  six 

ears,  aod  then,  having  set  aside  the  securities,  by  pleading 

le  Statute  of  Limitations.**    The  cause  of  action^  there- 

"^ore,  arises  on  the  avoidance  of  one  of  the  securities  and 

lot  before,  and  the  statute  therefore  in  this  case  is  no  bar 

^>  the  action. 

Hoggini  and  fVinter  contri.    The  rule  absolute  for  setting 

side  the  warrant  of  attorney  is  general^  and  does  not  state  the 

grounds  on  which  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  other  proceed- 

^^  ^^igs  were  set  aside,  but  it  appears  from  the  rule  nisi  that 

liere  were  other  objections  to  them  besides  the  alleged  defect 

-s  the  memorial  of  the  annuity,  namely,  the  want  of  a  proper 

^tamp.     No  examined  copy  of  the  memorial  was  produced 

bjy  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial,  and  for  any  thing  that  appears 

tbe  evidence  the  memorial  may  not  have  been  defective 

all,  and  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  other  proceedings 

^^caay  have  been  set  aside  by  the  Court  for  want  of  a  stamp, 

"^iDr  for  irregularity.     It  does  not  therefore  appear  that  the 

^c^efeodant  is  within  the  principle  of  tbe  case  of  ScurfieU  v* 

^dowland{b)  and  Cowper  v.  Godmond{a),  for  he  is  not  the 

^Srantor  of  an  annuity  taking  advantage  of  the  provisions  of 

"^Jie  Annuity  Act  to  set  aside  his  grant  of  annuity,  and 

Electing  to  treat  it  as  a  void  grant.    But  here  is  an  annuity 

(•)  9  Kog.  748.  (6)  6  £ast,  HU 
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^^^      Still  subsisting,  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment  only 
HuGoiMs      having  been  vacated  for  some  defect,  which  for  any  thing 
^-  that  appears  does  not  spring  out  of  the  Annuity  Act.     In 

Scurfield  v.  Gowland  (a),  the  application  was  to  set  aside 
the  annuity,  and  under  stat.  17  Geo.  d,  c.  26,  the  act  then 
in  force,  a  defect  in  the  memorial  with  regard  to  any  of  the 
securities  rendered  the  annuity  deed  itself  void.  But  now 
by  Stat  3  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  the  deed  granting  the  annuity  is 
valid  if  a  memorial  of  it  has  been  duly  inrolled,  notwith- 
standing the  omission  to  inrol  any  other  assurance  for 
securing  the  annuity.  There  is  therefore  here  at  the  pre- 
sent moment  a  valid  annuity  deed  in  existence,  and  there 
has  been  no  demand  by  the  grantee  of  his  principal  money, 
and  no  election  by  the  grantor  to  treat  the  grant  of  the 
annuity  as  void.  But,  if  it  is  to  be  treated  as  a  void  grant, 
then  it  became  void  from  the  time  of  the  defect  in  the 
inrolment,  that  is,  from  thirty  days  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  and  the  statute  runs  from  that  time.  The  grantor, 
by  neglecting  to  avail  himself  of  the  defect  in  the  memorial 
for  a  time,  cannot  derogate  from  the  right  given  by  the  act 
of  parliament,  which  is  a  public  right:  Crosby  v.  Arh' 
Wright  (h).  But  it  has  never  been  treated  by  the  grantee 
as  a  subsisting  annuity,  for  although  the  grantor  of  the 
annuity  was  in  this  country  for  some  time  after  the  grant 
of  the  annuity,  no  payment  was  ever  made  by  him  in  respect 
of  it,  nor  any  demand  made  upon  him  by  the  grantee.  In 
Cowper  V.  Godmond{c)  the  annuity  had  been  treated  by 
both  parties  as  a  subsisting  annuity  for  some  time,  and 
payments  had  been  made  on  account  of  it  within  six  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows : — This  was  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
consideration  money  paid  for  an  annuity  in  the  year  1826^ 

(d)  6  East,  941.  (6)  3  T.  R.  603.  (c)  9  Bing.  7i8. 
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^^ne  of  the  secarilies  given  was  a  warrant  of  attorney,  on 
^^bich  judgment  was  entered  up,  the  warrant  and  judg- 
lent  were  set  aside  on  motion  in  the  year  1842,  but  it  did 
or  appear  on  what  grounds.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
JDongst  other  things,  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  the 
«rdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant's  coun- 
«1  contended  that  this  action  would  not  lie,  as  it  did  not 
ppear  on  what  ground  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  set 
ide,  and  it  might  be  that  the  annuity  was  still  a  valid  one. 
e  case  of  Scurfitld  v.  Gmoland{a)  is  an  answer  to  this 
rgument,  where  it  was  expressly  held  that  the  loss  of  one 
Qt  of  several  securities  makes  a  failure  of  the  consideration 
3r  which  the  purchase  money  of  the  annuity  was  paid,  and 
otitles  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action.  Then  the 
efendant's  counsel  contended  that  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
ns  was  a  bar,  inasmuch  as  the  annuity  was  void,  and  the 
»  n  years  began  to  run  from  the  granting  of  it.  The  answer 
.^B,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  annuity  was  void.  The 
lund  on  which  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  set  aside  did 
lot  appear,  as  he  himself  argued,  and  it  might  have  been  for 
w>me  cause  for  which  it  was  voidable  only  and  not  void, 
^id  so  the  statute  would  not  run  until  it  was  avoided,  viz. 
lot  till  184fS:  it  lay  on  the  defendant,  as  to  this  issue,  to 
that  the  annuity  was  void  ab  initio,  in  order  to  bring 
to  question  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Cowper  v.  God" 
(6).  It  is  true  that  the  fourth  plea  states  that  there 
ras  no  memorial,  and  goes  on  to  add  that  there  was  no 
«mand  before  action,  and  the  replication  traverses  the 
«mand  only,  but  this  admission  that  there  was  no  memo- 
aal  is  available  only  as  to  that  issue,  and  cannot  be  taken 
iBto  account  as  to  the  others.  This  rule  must  therefore  be 
mscharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Mondty^  GiBBS  V.  WhATLET. 

Dec.  4.         ^ 

Where  an  ac-   ixRAY  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master 

somiwit^as     should  not  review  his  taxation. 

triedat the  It  appeared  that  the  cause  had  been  tried  at  the  assizes 

plaintiff  reco-    ^^  Gloucester,  and  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  verdict  for 

ver^avei^ict  ^/^^  whereupon  the  judge  refused  to  certify  that  the  cause 

the  judge  re-     was  proper  to  be  tried  before  him  under  the  rule  of  Hilary 

ffMhatifwas  Vacation.  4  WiU.  4.     The  items  objected  to   were  the 

a  proper  cause  allowance  of  fourteen  guineas  for  the  attendance  of  the 

fore  him  the    t^^^orney  at  the  assizes  at  Gloucester  seven  days,  and  similar 

costs  of  the      allowances  to  witnesses, 
attorney  for 
attendance  at 

^•^■^^•^      Humfrty  shewed  cause  (a).    The  directions  to  taxing 

the  lower  scale  officers  under  the  rule  of  Hilary  Vacation,  4  WiU.  4,  which 

tibe%re^ons   P''^^*^®  ^^^^  vfhen  the  judge  refuses  to  certify  the  lower 

of  schedule  3    scale  of  taxation  shall  be  applicablci  have  been  followed  as 

Hilary  Vaca-    ^^^  ^>  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^11  permit,  and  the  costs  have  been  charged 

tAODf  4  Will.  4,  upon  the  lower  scale  upon  all  matters  to  which  the  rule  is 

as  those  direc-         ,.,,-.,., 

tions  apply  to   applicable.     But  the  rules  do  not  extend  to  causes  tried  at 

^ff^'y  *f the  assizes.    The  only  allowance  authorized  by  Schedule 

weU  as  to  town  "^  "^ 

causes.  IH.,  which  governs  the  costs  where  the  cause  has  been 

tried  at  nisi  priusj  and  not  before  the  sheriff,  is  *'  attending 
court  on  trial  1/.  U,"  which  would  be  an  inadequate  remu* 
neration  for  seven  days  attendance  at  the  assizes. 

Gray  contri.  The  directions  clearly  apply  to  country 
causes,  for  there  is  this  provisiou,  "  For  every  witness  the 
allowance  for  travelling  to  be  the  expense  actually  paid  not 
exceeding  one  shilling  a  mile,  unless  under  special  circum- 
stances/' and  in  this  bill  the  attorney  is  allowed  eleven 
shillings  for  mileage,  besides  the  two  guineas  a  day.  The 
object  of  the  rules  was  to  secure  the  trial  of  actions  when 
the  sum  recovered  should  fall  short  of  £0/.  at  as  little 

(fl)  In  last  Trinity  Term  (June  15)  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patte- 
son,  Wiiliams  and  Coleridgt  Js. 
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tpente  ts  possible.    If  2/.  Si.  a  day  should  be  allowed  for 

tendance  at  the  assizes,  a  cause  may  be  entered  late  at 

le  assizes  for  the  purpose  of  securing  that  charge  as  long 

t  the  assizes  last.    The  words  of  the  schedule  are  express, 

in  all  actions  of  assumpsit,  Sec.  where  the  sum  recovered 

lall  Dot  exceed  20/.,  the  plaintiff's  costs  shall  be  taxed 

ordiDg  to  the  reduced  scale,"  and  the  proviso  clearly 

»plies  to  the  assizes,  for  it  mentions  the  case  of  a  trial 

fore  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  or  ''judge  of 

ize."     The  scale  of  costs  must  therefore  be  regulated 

the  schedule  given  in  the  directions  to  taxing  officers  of 

ilary  Vacation,  4  Will.  4. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 
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Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  said  the  Court  was  of  opinion 
it  the  rule  applied  to  country  as  well  as  to  town  causes, 
id  that  the  costs  to  the  attorney  for  his  attendance  must 
reduced  accordingly. 

Rule  absolute. 


HODGKINSON  V.  WyATT  (fl). 

EBT  on  a  bond,  made  to  plaintiff  by  defendant,  dated  Where  a  bond 

>«h  January,  18S7,  in  the  penal  sum  of  1200/.     The  con.  foSreJ^J- 

^itioD,  set  out  in  the  declaration,  recited  that  the  plaintiff  mentofasum 

'^^d  on  that  day  lent  and  advanced  to  defendant  600/.,  at  Ttsz/^^^t., 

•^A  per  cent,  per  ann.,  for  seven  years  certain,  and  upon  tobecom- 

^^M  treaty  for  the  said  loan  it  was  agreed  that  the  repay-  day  earlier 

than  that  of 
(a)  Decided  in  IVinity  Term  last  (May  25)  the  advance  of 

the  money  as 
^"^^oted  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  (the  issue  being  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  whether 
^fc^e  bond  were  ^ven  on  a  corrupt  agreement  for  payment  of  more  than  5L  per  cent.),  the 
^^^ond  and  condition  put  in  by  the  defendant  are  primft  facie  evidence  that  the  contract 
^»«s  usurioos,  and  it  lies  on  the  plaintiff  to  offer  explanation. 

Wbera  the  loan  secured  by  a  bond  is  also  collaternlljf  secured  by  the  deposit  of  title 
^•eds  of  leasehold  lands,  tield,  that  such  a  contract  is  not  protected  by  2  &  3  Vict, 
c-  S7,  s.  1,  being  within  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  that  section  as  a  loan  on  the  security 
^  Unds,  tenementa,  &o. 

Sembkf  that  stau  S  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  s.  1,  is  retrospective. 
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ment  of  the  same  sum,  and  interest  as  aforesaid,  should  be 
secured  to  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors,  adoiinistrators 
and  assigns,  by  the  above  written  bond  or  obligation,  con- 
ditioned in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  also  by  the 
deposit  of  a  certain  indenture  of  lease,  bearing  date  on  or 
about  the  IBth  day  of  April,  1826,  of  two  messuages  to 
defendant  for  thirty-one  years,  from  24th  June,  1826,  at 
the  yearly  rent  of  92/.;  and  also  by  the  deposit  of  a  certain 
other  lease,  of  the  25th  October,  1822,  of  land  with  build- 
ings thereon  to  one  James  Powell,  for  eighty  years  and  a  half, 
from  the  25th  March,  1821,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  8/.  8«., 
together  with  the  subsequent  deeds  vesting  the  same  in  the 
defendant ;  and  also  by  the  deposit  of  a  certain  other  inden- 
ture of  lease,  dated  1 8th  September,  1827,  of  land  and 
buildings  to  defendant  for  seventy-four  years  and  a  half, 
from  25th  March,  1827f  at  the  yearly  rent  of  a  pepper  com, 
if  demanded.  The  bond  then  recited  the  deposit  of  these 
deeds  by  defendant  with  plaintiff  as  a  collateral  or  equita- 
ble security  for  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  600/.  and 
interest  as  aforesaid.  The  condition  was  that  defendant, 
his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  should  pay  to  plain- 
tiff, his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  principal  sum  of  6002.  on 
the  1st  day  of  January,  1844,  being  the  expiration  of  seven 
years  from  the  date  thereof,  with  interest  in  the  mean  time, 
after  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  computed 
from  the  Ist  day  of  January  then  instant,  by  equal  half- 
yearly  payments  on  the  1st  day  of  July  then  next  ensuing, 
and  on  each  1st  day  of  January  and  1st  July  in  every  suc- 
ceeding year  during  the  said  term  of  seven  years,  or  until 
the  principal  sum  of  600/.  should  be  fully  paid  and  satis- 
fied, without  any  deduction  or  abatement  out  of  the  said 
principal  sum  or  the  interest  thereof  respectively,  or  any 
part  thereof,  on  any  account  whatsoever. 

The  declaration  then  averred  that  after  the  making,  8cc., 
to  wit,  on  Ist  July,  1841,  a  large,  &c.,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
15/.,  being  the  interest  of  half  a  year  expiring  on  that  day, 
became  and  still  was  due ;  by  which  breach  the  bond  was 
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'orfeited,  and  an  action  bad  accrued.  Sec.,  yet  defendant        184S. 

DOt  paid,  &c.  is^^"^^ 

PJea  (setting  out  the  bond  and  condition  on  oyer) :  that  9. 

efore  the  making,  &c.  and  before  the  passing  of  stat.  £  8c      Wtatt. 

Vici*  c.  37,  *'  It  was  corruptly,  and  against  the  form  of 

be  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  agreed  by  and 

Btweeo  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff 

.^vhould  lend  and  advance  unto  the  defendant  6OO/.,  and  that 

*^ibe  plaiDtiff  should  forbear  and  give  day  of  payment  thereof 

^Bo  the  defendant  until  and  upon  the  1st  January,  1844, 

that  the  defendant  should  repay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 

•am  of  600/.  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid ;  and  that 

defendant,  for  the  loan  of  the  said  sum  of  600/.,  and 

:^For  giving  day  of  payment  thereof  as  aforesaid  for  the  time 

^■nforesaid,  should  give  and  pay  to  the  plaintiff  more  than 

S  Jiwful  iDteresty  at  and  after  the  rate  of  5L  per  cent,  per 

■■iiimm  on  the  said  principal  sum  of  600/.,  that  is  to  say, 

M^ttiteen  sums  of  15/.  each"  (to  be  paid  respectively  on  the 

Sit  of  July  and  January,  down  to  1st  January,  18^14,  inclu- 

^»  ive), ''  being  the  said  interest  in  the  said  condition  men- 

^Joned  on  the  said  principal  sum  of  600/.  at  and  after  the 

^^"^te  of  5L  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the 

^^aid  1st  day  of  January  in  the  said  condition  mentioned  as 

^^istant ;  and  that  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  said  6OO/. 

the  said  fourteen  sums  of  151.  each  as  aforesaid  to  the 

slaintiff^  be  the  defendant  should  make  and  seal  and  as  his 

;  end  deed  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  writing  obli« 

f,  and  should  thereby  bind  himself  in  the  penal  sum  of 

^900Lp  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 

^GOO/.  OD  the  said  1st  day  of  January,  a.d.  1844,  aforesaid, 

^^mth  interest  for  the  sum  of  6OO/.  at  and  after  the  rate  of 

*<S/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  1st  day 

^:^f  January  then  instant,  by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  on 

^^Jie  1st  day  of  July  then  next  ensuing,  and  on  each  1st  day 

^C3f  January  and  1st  day  of  July  in  every  succeeding  year, 

^^urii^  the  term  of  seven  years,  ending  on  the  1st  of  January, 

^^.D.  1844,  or  until  the  said  principal  sum  of  600/.  should 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  GO 
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be  paid,  kc,  and  should  deposit  with  the  plaintiff  certaio 
indentures,  being  the  indentures  mentioned  in  the  said  re- 
citals to  the  said  condition,  as  a  collateral  or  equitable 
security.  That  in  pursuance  of  the  said  corrupt  and  un- 
lawful agreement,  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  after  the  making 
thereof,  and  before  the  1st  day  of  January,  a.d.  1844, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  7th  day  of  January,  a«d.  1837,  before 
the  making  and  passing  of  the  said  first  mentioned  statute, 
lent  and  advanced  to  the  defendant  the  said  sum  of  600^ 
upon  the  terms  aforesaid ;  and  that  for  securing  the  pay- 
ment thereof,  and  of  the  said  fourteen  sums  of  151.  eacb, 
to  be  paid  and  given  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  the  defendant,  in  further  pursuance  of 
the  said  corrupt  and  unlawful  agreement,  after  the  making 
thereof,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said  first  mentioned 
statute,  to  wit,  on  the  said  7th  day  of  January,  a.d.  IBS?, 
aforesaid,  made  and  sealed,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  and  before  the  making 
of  the  said  first  mentioned  statute  accepted  and  received 
of  and  from  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  cor- 
rupt and  unlawful  agreement,  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, 
the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned." That  the  said  fourteen  sums  of  15/.  each,  together 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  SIO/.,  reserved  and  made  payable 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  condition  as  aforesaid,  together  ei- 
ceed  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  &c.  By  means  whereof  and  by  force 
of  the  statute,  8cc.,  the  said  writing  was  and  is  wholly  void 
in  law. 

Replication,  denying  the  usury,  concluding  to  the  country. 
Issue  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  at  the  Surrey 
Summer  Assizes,  1841.  The  defendant's  counsel  (it  being 
decided  that  the  onus  of  proof  lay  on  the  supporters  of 
the  plea)  put  in  the  bond  and  condition ;  no  other  evidence 
was  offered  on  either  side.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  was  entered 
accordingly. 
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Piatt,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1841|  moved  for  judgment        1843. 
Hon  obstante  yeredicto,  or  for  a  new  trial  (a).  The  plea  sets   „^'^*^'^^^ 
up  a  corrupt  agreement ;  some  evidence  was  therefore  neces-  v. 

Mry,  in  order  to  shew  the  intention  of  the  agreement.  Wtatt. 
Tkat  could  not  be  inferred  at  once  from  the  reading  of  the 
bond  and  condition,  inasmuch  as  it  is  consistent  with  those 
instruments  that  the  defendant  might  have  been  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  more  than  600/.;  and  this  might  especially 
be  intended,  when  the  whole  usury  complained  of  is  simply 
the  charging  six  days'  more  interest  than  lawful  in  the  course 
of  aeven  years.  IWightfnan  J.  The  bond  was  prim&  facie 
evideQce  of  a  contract  for  the  loan  of  600/.  only ;  the  bur- 
den of  explaining  this,  so  as  to  render  the  interest  lawful, 
seema  to  me  to  have  lain  on  the  plaintiff.]  The  motion  for 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  was  on  the  ground  that 
the  atatute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37  {b),  s.  1,  is  retrospective,  and 
protects  the  contract 

Per  CuRiAM.~Rule  nisi  for  judgment  non  obstante 
'TMedictD  only. 

3%mger  and  Knapp  fn  Michaelmas  Term,  \S42{c), 
shewed  cause,  and  cited  Ex  parte  Banglay(/i\  Marshy. 
Jiartindale(€).  Even  if  the  statute  2  &  3  Vtct.  c.  37>  has 
as  retrospectiTe  operation,  this  contract  is  excluded  from  it 
1>y  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  section  1 :  ''  Provided  always, 
ihat  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  the  loan  or 
ibrbearance  of  any  money  upon  security  of  any  lands,  tene- 
xnents  or  hereditaments,  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein :" 
JBerrittgton  v.  Collis{f). 

(a)  Nov.  6,  before  Lord  Den-  manC»J»,  Williams,  Coleridge  and 
mm  C.  J.,  WilHams,  Coleridge  and      Wightman  Js. 

Wightman  Js.  (j^)  ^  Rose's  Cases  in  Baok- 

(b)  Gootinued  to  1  Jan.  1846^      niptcy,  168. 

by  3  &  4  Vki.  c.  88,  4  &  5  Vict.  (e)  3  B.  &  P.  154, 159. 

c54>  and  6  &  7  ^IC^  c.  45.  (/)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  332. 

(c)  Nov.  10,  before  Lord  Den- 

G  G  2 
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Piatt  and  C.  Jones  conti^,  cited  Ex  parte  Price  (a). 

HouoKiirsoir  ^  ,         t 

V.  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


Wtatt, 


Lord  Denbcan  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.~-It  was  argued  in  this  case  that  usury  could  not 
be  presumed  from  the  record,  because  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  whole  consideration  was  money  advanced  on  the 
7th  of  January.  We  refused  a  rule  as  to  this  point,  tbiDk« 
ing  that  the  jury  were  bound  to  take  the  facts  merely  as 
they  appeared  on  the  bond.  But  a  rule  was  granted  for 
entering  a  verdict  non  obstante  veredicto^  it  being  contended 
that  Stat.  2  8c  3  Fict.  c.  ^7,  s.  1,  protected  the  contract  It 
appeared  from  the  condition  of  the  bond  that  more  than 
51.  per  cent,  per  annum  was  taken  for  the  first  half  year, 
and  on  the  argument  it  was  scarcely  denied  that  this  would  j 

have  been  usurious  under  the  old  law.    The  defendant  j 

contended  that  stat.  2  &  3  Fict.  c.  37#  s.  1»  did  not  apply  to  < 

the  case,  having  been  passed  after  the  bond  was  executed.  • 

As  to  thisy  however,  we  can  see  nothing  in  the  statute  that  ^ 

restrains  it  from  operating  retrospectively.     But  the  de-  — 

fendant  relied  also  on  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  section  1. 
And  as  to  this,  we  think  that  the  proviso  does  comprehend  ^ 

cases  both  of  collateral  securities  and  of  equitable  mort*  ^ 

gages,  whether  of  freehold  or  leasehold  property.     On  ^ 

this  ground  we  think  that  the  plea  is  good. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  3  Madd.  139. 
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Clayton  t^,  Corby.  JMonAy, 

^  December  Aih, 

iAESPASS  for  entering  the  plaintiff*a  close  and  digging  A  plea,  in  tros- 
^i  pass,  justifying 

^*  under  a  claimy 

Second  plea :  that  before  and  at  the  said  several  times  that  defend- 

wiien,  &c«,  defendant  had  been  and  was  the  occupier  of  a  pier  of  a  brick 

certain  tenement  and  premises,  to  wit,  a  brick  kiln,  with  the  'i^^f  *°^  ^' 
■^  '  .  the  occupiers 

appnitenances,  sitaate,  8cc.     And  that  defendant,  whilst  he  for  the  time 

was  such  occupier  as  last  aforesaid,  and  all  the  occupiers  ^'jfjiQ  fg^ 

for  the  time  being  of  the  said  last  mentioned  tenement  with  thirty  years 

the  appurtenances,  for  the  full  period  of  thirty  years  neit  cSnmence^^  * 

before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  have  respectively  mentofthe 

had  and  enjoyed  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  and  right  to  dig 

defendant  still  as  of  right  ought  to  have  and  enjoy  a  right  *"^  ^^  ^-^y 

to  dig,  take  and  carry  away,  in,  out  of  and  from  the  said  tiff's  close,  in 

<bse  in  which,  &c.  so  much  of  the  clay  of  the  said  close  in  ®J  jj  ^^J^f 

^hicb,  &c.  a$  was  at  any  time  required  by  him  and  them,  his  the  year,  so 

«iid  their  servants,  for  the  purpose  of  making  bricks  in  and  ^u  at^any^ 

«t  the  aaid  last  mentioned  brick  kiln,  in  every  year  and  at  time  required 

^1  times  of  the  year;  and  that  defendant,  at  the  said  several  them  for  the 


when,  8cc.,  having  occasion  for  and  requiring  clay  for  P°JjP'*J^?^ 

ihe  purpose  of  making  bricks  in  and  at  his  brick  kiln,  did  Edd  had  on 

then  and  while  he  was  such  occupier  of  the  last  mentioned  ™t^taQte  vere« 

lenement  and  premises,  to  wit,  the  brick  kiln  with  the  ap*  dicto,  as  the 

l>artenances,  and  entitled  to  the  said  last  mentioned  right,  indefinite 

to  wit,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  cl»»™  ^^^^ 
^  .  .  .  .the  clay  of  the 

lait  aforesaid,  enter  upon  the  close  in  which,  &c.,  and  did  closer 

then  dig  in,  from  and  out  of  the  close  so  much  clay  as  at 

^d  several  times  at  which,  Sec.  he  respectively  required  for 

Ihe  purpose  of  making  bricks  in  and  at  the  brick  kiln ;  and 

the  said  clay  so  then  dug  did,  at  the  said  several  times  at 

'^hich,  &c.,  take  and  carry  away  from  the  said  close  in 

^bich,  &c.  to  the  brick  kiln,  for  the  purpose  last  aforesaid^ 

tod  for  which  said  purpose  the  same  was  then  and  there 

Qied,  8lc«    Verification. 
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recovered  in  the  action.  It  is  said  that  tUs  naj  be  pleaded, 
but  the  Court  will  aid  the  bail,  and  not  put  them  to  their 
plea. 

Cmr.  aio.  vmli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  Coort  had  to 
consider  whether  they  could  order  a  bail*bond,  under  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  to  be  given  up  to  be  cancelled.  We 
think  the  Court  has  no  power  to  make  such  an  order. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wednetday, 
December  6th.  GarbETT  t?.  VeALE  and  LoWE. 

An  execution       a 

creditor  seized  iVSSUMPSIT  for  monej  had  and  received.    Plea:  non 

Pl^rtjier  w»unip"^  "d  "»»«  thereon.  ^'^ 

a  fi.  fa.  against      The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  at  the  Worcea-         _ 
partners.  tershire  Summer  Assizes,  184^    It  appeared  that  on  the        ^ 

Vmt'fiat'^  *    19th  April,  1841,  the  plaintiff  had  issued  a  fi.  fiu  on  a      .^  ^ 
issued  against  judgment  obtained  in  an  adverse  suit  against  one  WUtiam 
proMrty  was     ^^'^*-     ^-  ^«^«  •»«•  his  father  were  partners  as  eoach 
then  sold         builders.    On  the  £9th  April  the  sheriff  seized  the  partner- 

41  wif  houC  ore* 

judice"  to  the  *bip  property.    On  the  31st  April  a  joint  fiat  in  bankruptcy 

rights  of  the     ^ng  issued  against  the  firm  upon  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
execution  ere-       .  ^  ^    ,  .         ^  .      .  .        ,  •    .1- 

ditor,  and  the   pnor  to  the  seizure ;  of  this  act  of  bankruptcy  the  plaintiff 

recervkf  by  ^^^  °^  notice.    The  messenger  under  the  fiat  seii|ed  the 

the  assignees  goods  of  the  firm^  and  continued  in  possession  jointly  with  . 

rupts!   ^  ~  ^^^  sheriff  until  the  8th  May,  when  the  goods  vrere  sold  Mtmld 

Heldf  thhtf  under  an  arrangement  that  the  execution  creditor  riiouldK^  Id 

applicable  to  not  be  prejudiced  thereby.    The  proceeds  of  the  sale  w«e  ^^"^e 

the  «"<^"^'*^"  paid  over  to  the  defendants,  who  were  appointed  assignees  mm^^n 

in  the  surplus  under  the  fiat.    It  appeared  that  the  partners  were  entitled  K^^ 

exSon  **'''  to  an  equal  share  of  the  partnership  profits  and  stock  in    M*^»» 

debtor  after  .-^adh 

payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  and  must  depend  on  the  settlemeDtofaccounts,  which  ^^ 

a  court  of  law  is  not  competent  to  take,  the  execution  creditor  coold  not  muntaln  an  ^^^ 
action  for  money  had  and  received  against  the  assignees. 


f 


MICHAKLMAa  VACATION,  VII  VICT.  469 

tide;  Ihit  Reevet,  sen.  wis  largely  indebted  to  the  fimii        1848. 
«od  that  the  estate  was  insolvent. 

For  the  defendants  it  was  objected  that,  although  the 
jartnership  accounts  appeared  to  be  in  favour  of  the  exe- 
coUon  debtor,  still  the  separate  creditor  was  only  entitled 
1o  bis  debtor's  interest  in  the  estate,  after  payment  of  all 
the  joint  debts;  that  the  claim,  therefore,  was  a  matter  of 
account  in  equity,  and  that  the  action  for  money  had  and 
received  could  not  be  maintained.  The  learned  Chief  Jus- 
lice  directed  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  leave  to 
the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

R.  F.  Bichardtf  in  the  following  Michaelmas  Term, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Tdfourd  Seijt.  and  TV.  J.  Alexander  shewed  cause  (a). 
"The  rule  of  law  is  clear  that  the  sheriff  has  a  right  to  sell 
Ibe  partnership  property,  and  that  a  moiety  of  the  proceeds 
^Mi  lale  belongs  to  the  execution  creditor.  If  there  had  been 
Ho  partnership,  the  execution  creditor  would  be  entitled  to 
lbs  whole  of  the  proceeds ;  the  fact  of  partnership,  there- 
forsi  merely  reduces  the  amount  to  which  he  is  entitled. 
It  is  immaterial  to  this  case  that  there  may  be  a  different 
role  in  equity.  In  Parker  v.  Pistor{b),  where  the  authori- 
ties in  equity,  which  may  now  be  relied  upon  by  the  de- 
ftadants,  were  also  cited,  the  Court  notwithstanding,  where 
a  £•  fa.  bad  issued  against  one  of  several  partners,  refused 
to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  partnership  creditors  to 
give  the  sheriff  time  to  return  the  writ  until  an  account 
could  be  taken  of  the  claims  upon  the  partnership  property. 
Again,  in  Chapman  v.  Koops(c),  a  fi.  fa.  having  issued 
againil  a  single  partner,  who  was  indebted  to  the  firm  in  a 
greater  amount  than  his  whole  share,  and  the  sheriff  having 
seixed  the  whole  of  the  partnership  property,  the  Court 
lefused  to  refer  it  to  the  prothonotary  to  inquire  what  was 

(•)  Id  Trin.  Vac.  last  (Jane  29),  (6)  3  B.  &  P.  288. 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Fatte-  (c)  3  B.  &  P.  289. 
loiiaod  Wiiliamh. 


460 


1843. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  8  BENCH^ 

the  defendant's  interest  in  the  effects  seized.  Lord  Alnan^ 
ley  C.  J.  observed  in  his  judgment  in  that  case,  ''  By  the 
law  of  England,  the  creditor  of  any  one  partner  may  take 
in  execution  that  partner's  interest  in  all  the  tangible  pro- 
perty of  the  partnership^  and  will  thereby  become  a  tenant 
in  common  with  the  other  partners.  This  the  plaintiff  has 
done,  and  we  are  desired  to  restrain  his  execution,  because 
it  is  alleged  that  he  stands  in  the  shoes  of  a  partner,  who 
would  not  have  a  right  to  molest  the  other  partners  until  all 
accounts  between  them  had  been  settled.  But,  if  the  other 
partners  wish  to  take  advantage  of  this  circumstance,  they 
ought  to  file  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  vendee  of  the  sheriff, 
or  they  may  buy  in  the  property  when  put  up  to  sale.  It 
has  been  said  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  would  sus- 
pend the  plaintiff's  execution  until  he  consented  to  an 
account  being  taken  before  the  Master;  but  I  do  not  think 
we  are  authorised  to  take  such  a  step  in  this  case.  Indeed 
I  can  hardly  conceive  a  case  in  which  we  should  be  autho« 
rised  so  to  do."  So  in  Burnell  v.  Hunt  (a),  Patieum  J. 
said  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  **  The  proper  course 
is  for  the  sheriff  to  seize  the  whole  and  to  sell  the  share  of 
the  execution  partner,  and  the  vendee  will  have  to  settle 
the  matter  in  Chancery." 


R.  V.  Richards  contri.  Wherever  there  is  a  separate 
execution  against  joint  property,  the  execution  creditor  can 
take  no  more  than  the  debtor  himself  had.  Now  the 
debtor  in  such  a  case  is  only  tenant  in  common  of  property 
subject  to  all  the  joint  claims  upon  that  property.  In  such 
cases  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  is  the  precise  interest  which 
the  sheriff  sells :  per  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  in  Burton  ▼. 
Green{b).  But  it  appears  that  the  '' sheriff  in  a  case  of ' 
partnership  must,  however  inconvenient  it  may  be,  sell  the 
share  of  the  defendant  partner,  and  make  the  purchaser 
tenant  in  common  with  the  other  partners ;  and  the  pur- 


(a)  5  Jur.  650, 


(b)  3  C.  &  P.  306. 
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cittser  must  do  the  best  he  can  to  ascertain  what  interest 
(iiere  is:"  per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  Holmes  v.  Mentze(a). 
How  then  can  money  had  and  received  lie,  where  it  is  uncer- 
tiia  what  interest  may  be  taken  by  the  execution  creditor, 
aod  the  very  form  of  action  renders  it  peculiarly  necessary 
to  consider  the  equities  of  the  case  ?  To  shew  that  a  sepa- 
nte  creditor  of  a  partner  has  no  right  against  the  joint 
property  beyond  the  share  of  such  partner,  upon  a  division 
of  the  surplus,  subject  to  the  accounts  of  the  partnership, 
he  cited  Taylor  v.  Fields  (b),  Button  v.  Morrison  {c),  Ex 
parte  Hamper  (d),  Eddie  v.  Davidson  {e). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — In  this  case  the  plaintiff  had  sued  out  a  writ  of 
£eri  facias  on  a  judgment  obtained  against  Reeves  the 
younger,  who  was  in  partnership  with  his  father.  The 
sheriff  seized  and  got  the  property  on  the  2gth  April,  1841. 
A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  both  partners  on  the 
^h  of  April,  1841,  under  which  the  messenger  entered. 
The  sheriff's  officer  afterwards  withdrew  by  an  arrange- 
ment, leaving  his  warrant  with  the  messenger,  who  it  was 
tgreed  should  hold  for  the  parties.  The  goods  were  after- 
wards sold,  and  the  proceeds  received  by  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupts,  the  defendants  in  this  action.  The  plain- 
tiff has  declared  for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  to 
which  the  defendants  have  pleaded  non  assumpsit.  At 
the  trial  the  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject 
to  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  According  to  the  evidence, 
the  father  was  indebted  to  the  partnership  in  a  large 
sam  of  money,  which  would  be  set  against  his  interest 
in  the  partnership  effects,  after  payment  of  all  the  part- 
nership debts  ;  but  still  the  son's  interest,  applicable  to 
the  plaintiff's  execution,  would  only  be  in  the  surplus,  after 


(a)  4  A.&E.  137;  S.C.5  N. 

563. 
(If)  4  Ves.  396. 

VOL.  I.— P.  M. 


(c)  17  Ves.  193. 

(d)  17  Ves.  407. 

(e)  2  Doug.  650. 

H  H 


408  CA8BS  nr  tub  qu^bv's  pjwr<:H« 

tlH3-        paynienl  of  tb^  partnership  debts*  and  miisl  depend 
^'^^      settlement  of  accountSi  which  this  Court  js  not  cpmpe 
y.  takej  eacept  by  copsent  of  all  partiesi  fpr  whiph  nui 

Vbalb.  authorities  may  be  quoted.  If  the  sheriff  bad  sold 
the  younger's  interest  iinder  the  Jieri  fycw^  the  ' 
would  have  been  tenant  in  common  with  the  assignee 
ooiild  not  have  maintained  this  action  against  them^ 
the  accounts  had  been  settled,  and  a  surplus  bad  ap 
after  payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  much  less 
eiecution  creditor  maintain  the  action;  he  is  no 
tenaat  in  common  with  the  defendants ;  he  has  no  le 
terest  in  the  goods.  The  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be 
absolute. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  non 
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HILARY  TERM, 

IN 

THE  BBVENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were^ 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Coleridge  J. 

PaTTESON  J.  WlOHTMAN   J. 


In  the  Bail  Courts 
Williams  J. 


In  re  Dayis.  Monday^ 

.  January  89/A 

An  order  had  been  obtained  (after  argument  before  Mr.  An  attorney  on 
Justice  Patteson  in  the  Bail  Court,)  calling  on  the  Incor-  Jo|i^^Ud"f  j^ 
porated  Law  Society  to  shew  cause  why  Mr.  William  Rees,  Geo.  4  and  i 
a  practising  attorney  in  Wales,  should  not  make  an  affidavit  g^  {5  (entitled 
stating  that  he  was  duly  admitted  an  attorney  of  the  Court  ^^  practise  in 
of  Gre^t  Sessions  in  Wales  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1830,  Courts  m 

and  w^s  practising  in  the  said  Court  as  an  attorney  on  the  ^c^ions  and 
^  .  suits  against 

23rd  day  of  July,  1830,  the  time  of  the  passmg  of  the  act  persons  ro- 
ll Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  and  that  his  name  was  duly  chelh^reor 
entered  upon  the  roll  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  pur-  Wales),  is 
suant  to  the  I6th  section  of  the  said  act ;  and  also  stating  description  of 
the   articles   of  clerkship   between   himself  and    William  attomies 
Davis;  and  why  this  should  not  be  deemed  a  sufficient  com-  England  or 

pliance  with  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  8,  and  why  the  Master  ^^^l?^"  '^SJ^ 
•  .  .  ^  7  Vtct,  c.  73, 

should  not  enrol  and  register  the  said  contract,  and  nie  thq  s.  3,  and  con- 
said  affidavit  so  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  and  make  and  arSctcd^clerk 

is  entitled^to 
be  admitted  and  enrolled  an  attorney  under  the  provisions  of  the  latter  act. 

H  H  2 
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sign  t  memorandum  of  the  day  of  filing  such  affidavit  upon 
such  affidavit,  &c« 

The  question  was  whether  Mr.  Rea  was  such  an  at-  « 
torney,  practising  in  England  and  Wales,  within  the  meaning  ^ 
of  6  &  7  Fid.  c.  73|  s.  3,  that  Mr.  Davii  could  be  admitted  JE^i 
an  attorney  from  having  served  his  clerkship  with  him. 

The  question  turned  on  the  following  statutes  : 

By  2  Geo.  2,  c.  £3,  (An  Act  for  the  better  Regulation  of^o 
Attornies  and  Solicitors),  sect.  5,  it  was  first  enacted  that  nooM^i 
person  should  be  permitted  to  act  as  attorney,  &c.,  unless  ht^mM 
should  have  been  bound  by  contract  in  writing  to  serve  as  as     s 
clerk  for  and  during  the  space  of  five  years  to  an  attomej^^s 
duly  and  legally  sworn  and  admitted  ''in  some  or  one  oi<^ 
the  Courts  hereinbefore  mentioned."     These  Courts  ar^ns^ 
enumerated  in  sections  1  and  3,  and  comprise,  among  others  ^"x  ^ 
those  of  the  duchy  and  counties  of  Lancaster,  Chester  ano^vj 
Durham,  and  "his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Great  Sessions  umm 
Wales." 

By  sect.  10  of  the  same  act,  attornies  admitted  in  nn^miwM 
Court  might,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  an  attorney  o^^ 
any  other  Court,  and  in  his  name,  carry  on  proceedings  ir  m: 
such  other  Court. 

But  by  S4  Geo.  3,  c.  14,  s.  4,  attornies  of  the  Courts  oc^  c 
Great  Sessions  (other  than  such  as  were  admitted  by  vutu^L^  -u 
of  contracts  made  before  the  act)  were  prohibited  frociK  ^n 
carrying  on  proceedings  in  the  Courts  at  Westminster  eith^^  ^^ 
in  their  own  names  or  those  of  other  persons  without  bein  .^::^^i 
inrolled  and  admitted  of  such  Courts. 

By  34  Geo.  3,  c.  14,  s.  1,  a  stamp  duty  of  100/.  was  \vc^^  ^ 
posed  on  articles  of  clerkship  to  serve  in  order  to  admissio^^^^^^ 
as  an  attorney  in  the  superior  Courts,  and  a  duty  of  40/.  o^::^  ^ 
articles  to  serve  in  order  to  admission  in  the  Courts  c^  ^ 
Great  Sessions  in  Wales,  the  Courts  of  the  counties  palatin^^  ^^ 
and  others  therein  enumerated.  (These  duties  were  raise^-^^^^ 
to  a  higher  amount  by  subsequent  acts ;  44  Geo.  3,  c.  98^^^ 
48  Geo.  3,  c.  \AQ,  and  63  Geo.  3,  c.  184.) 

By  9  Geo.  4,  c.  49,  s.  4,  it  was  enacted  that  on  paymenV  ^^ 
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^^  )20l.,  beiag  then  the  tmount  of  duty  on  articles  of  clerk-  18**- 
^^ip  for  admbflion  in  the  superior  Courts,  articles  of  clerk-  j^^  ^  i>^vis. 
^blp  in  the  Courts  of  Great  Sessions,  Courts  of  the  counties 
p^adoe.  Sec  might  be  stamped  for  admission  of  the  parties 
BQ  the  superior  courts :  ^'  and  thereupon  the  person  having 
so  senred  shall  be  capable  of  being  admitted  an  attorney  or 
solicitor  in  any  one  or  more  of  his  Majesty's  said  Courts  at 
IVestmioster." 

Sy  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  14,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions  in  Wales  was  abolished, 
-together  with  that  of  the  Courts  of  the  county  palatine  of 
Chester, 

By  sect.  16  it  was  enacted, ''  that  all  persons  who,  on  or 

Ibefore  the  passing  of  this  act,  shall  have  been  admitted  as 

mttomiea,  and  shall  then  be  practising  in  any  of  the  Courts 

of  Sessions  or  Great  Sessions  in  the  counties  palatine  of 

Chester  or  in  Wales  respectively,  shall  be  entitled,  upon 

ike  payment  of  one  shilling,  to  have  their  names  entered 

^pon  a  roll  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose  in  each  of  the 

^perior  Courts  at  Westminster,  and  thereupon  be  allowed 

to  practice  in  such  Courts  in  all  actions  and  suits  against 

lenons  residing  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit  within 

the  county  of  Chester  or  principality  of  Wales  ;  and  that 

tn  persons  having  served  or  now  actually  serving  as  clerks 

1o  such  attomies  under  articles,  and  who  would  otherwise 

le  entitled  to  be  admitted  as  attomies  of  the  said  Courts  of 

tbe  Great  Sessions,  may,  on  or  before  the  expiration  of  six 

mooUis  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  be  admitted  as  attomies 

of  the  said  Courts  at  Westminster  for  the  purpose  of  prac« 

tiiiog  there  in  the  like  matters  only,  without  payment  of 

mj  greater  duty  than  would  be  now  payable  by  law  upon 

tUr  admission  as  attomies  of  such  Courts  of  Great  Sessions 

mpectively. 

By  sect.  17i  ^'all  attomies  and  solicitors  now  actually 
admitted  and  practising  in  any  of  the  said  Courts  of  Sessions 
<>r  Great  Sessions  may  be  admitted  as  attomies  of  the  said 
Courts  at  Westminster  in  like  manner  as  is  now  or  may  be 
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1844.        hereafter  prescribed  for  the  siliiiifsioii  of  other  persofti  as 

InfeDATff  •^•^''"'^*  therein,  upon  payment  of  such  ium  for  duty,  ib 
addition  to  the  sum  already  paid  by  thean  in  that  kehalfi  as 
shall,  together  with  such  latter  sutn^  amount  to  the  full 
duty  required  upon  admission  of  attornies  in  the  said  Gonrts 
at  Westminster  i  and  that  all  persons  hating  sorted  or  now 
actually  serf  ing  under  articles  as  clerks  to  such  attornies  or 
solicitors  of  any  of  the  said  Courts  of  Sessions  or  Great 
Sessions,  may,  at  the  eipiratioh  of  their  res[^eetWe  times  of 
sertice,  be  admitted  as  attornies  of  the  said  Goarts  at  Wesi^ 
minsteri  in  like  manner  and  upoii  payment  of  the  like  daty 
as  if  they  had  served  such  articles  as  clerks  to  attornies  of 
the  last  mentioned  Courts. 

By  6  8i  7  Vict.  c.  73,  H.  3,  it  is  enacted^  that,  eHeept  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  no  person  shall,  from  and  after  tb^ 
passing  of  this  act,  be  capable  of  being  admitted  and  tn* 
rolled  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  unless  such  person  shall 
have  been  bound  by  contract  in  writing  to  serve  as  derk  foi 
and  during  the  term  of  five  years  to  a  practising  attorney  oi 
solicitor  in  England  or  Wales,  and  shall  have  duly  servee 
under  such  contract  for  and  during  the  said  term  of  fiv# 
years,  with  a  proviso,  that  every  person  who  now  is  or  sbal 
hereafter  be  bound  by  contract  in  writing  to  hetfe  as  a  clerl 
to  a  practising  attorney  or  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Commor 
Pleas  of  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  or  the  Court  m 
Pleas  of  the  county  palatine  of  Durham  respectively,  fei 
the  term  of  five  years,  8ic.  shall  be  admitted  and  enrolled  a^ 
attorney  of  the  said  last-mentioned  Courts  respectively  m 
heretofore. 

Mr.  fViUiam  Rees  was  admitted  an  attorney  and  Aolieitc 
of  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions  on  the  Carmarthen  Circuit 
on  the  6th  April,  1830,  and  was  practising  as  snob  on  da 
23rd  July,  1830,  when  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4|  ci  7C 
passed.  Mr.  Ree$  was  entered  on  the  shilling  roll  oMe 
sect.  l6,  but  not  admitted  to  practise  in  the  superidr  Ooirft 
under  sect  17. 
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Sir  jF.  PoUoek  A.  6.  and  F.  Robin9on  shewed  cause, 
^tMd  contended  thai  the  words  '*  practising  in  England  or 
Whales'*  did  not  ineltidd  attomies  on  the  shilling  roll>  who 
h^d  not  flvidled  tbemseWes  of  the  provisions  of  11  Geo.  4 
ttnd  I  fVitL  4y  c.  70|  s.  17^  so  as  to  become  entitled  to  prac- 
tise id  the  snperiol'  Courts.  The  proviso  in  6  8i  7  VicL 
C4  7Sp  8.  8,  shews  that  these  words  do  not  include  all  attor- 
men :  iior  tould  it  be  contended  that  they  included,  for 
instance^  attomies  admitted  in  local  courts  of  record. 

Sir    W.  fV.  Folleti  S.  G.,  Chiltm  and  E.  F.  William 

eontrjl^  relied  on  the  words  of  the  act,  and  also  on  9  Geo.  4, 

G.  49^  8^  4,  shewing  that^  prior  to  the  act  which  established 

the  Welsh  judicature,  clerks  who  had  served  attomies  prac- 

tiaing  io  the  Courts  of  Great  Sessions  were  admissible  to 

pnMftiae  in  the  superior  Courts  on  payment  of  the  higher 

d«l}s  Est  pane  Williams  {a). 

Lo#d  Dehman  C.  J. — The  Law  Society  have  opposed 
IIrs  application  with  a  view  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  whether  clerks  who  have  served  with  attomies  on 
the  shilling  roll  are  admissible  to  practise  in  this  Court : 
and,  on  review  of  the  stattites,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
are  admissible. 

Pattbson  J. — Before  the  Stamp  Acts,  which  imposed 
daties  on  articles  of  clerkstiip,  clerks  who  had  served 
ittoroies  practising  in  the  Welsh  Courts  might  be  admitted 
to  practise  in  the  superior  Courts.  The  diiBculty  arose 
when  those  acts  imposed  different  duties  on  admission  into 
Ae  Welsh  and  superior  Courts  respectively.  But  it  was  in- 
tended to  be  removed  by  9  Geo.  4,  c.  49,  s.  4.  That  statute 
imains  unrepealed.  It  still  subsists  in  force  as  regards  the 
Courts  of  the  counties  palatine.  But  in  Wales  the  Courts 
to  which  it  has  reference  have  been  abolished  by  1 1  Oeo-. 

(a)  5  Ad.  &  £1.  140. 
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4  and  1  Will.  4,  c  70.  That  sUtute,  in  sects.  i6  aod  i7|  ^  ^ 
certainly  seems  at  first  sight  inconsistent  with  the  one  just  ^^ 
mentioned,  and  probably  was  passed  in  forgetfulness  of  it  ^^s 
But  there  is  nothing  in  it  to  prevent,  in  direct  language,  «^j 
clerks  to  attoruies  on  the  shilling  roll  from  being  admitted  to  o^ 
practise  iu  other  courts.  And  stat.  6  &  7  Vici.  c.  73,  s.  d,«  ^ 
seems  clear.  There  is  nothing  to  restrict  the  words  **  prac— -r>.a 
tising  in  England  or  Wales"  so  as  to  exclude  attomies^^f 
practising  on  the  shilling  roll.  Clerks  who  have  servedb^^ 
them  are  in  a  different  position  from  those  who  have  servedb^'^ 
attomies  practising  in  the  Courts  of  the  counties  palatii 
only  in  this  respect,  that,  inasmuch  as  there  are  now 
Courts  of  Great  Sessions,  the  stamp  on  the  articles  of  th( 
former  must  be  the  same  with  that  on  the  articles  of  clerkiB.aJ 
who  serve  attoruies  in  the  superior  Courts :  whereas  the^ 
latter  are  subject  only  to  the  smaller  duty,  unless  theji^ 
choose  to  be  admitted  in  the  superior  Courts,  in  which  cas^4 
they  must  pay  the  larger.  It  would  be  hard  if  gentlemerrs^jej 
who  have  practised  ever  since  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  WUL  ^^  ^.  4 
on  the  shilling  roll,  should  be  deprived  of  the  power  o^^  of 
taking  articled  clerks,  for  it  would  come  to  that. 


Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 


Rule  absolute^ 


January  3 If/. 

A  certificate 
for  speedy 
execution  to 
issue  **  for  the 
sum  recovered 
hj  ihe  ver- 
dict'* includes 
costs  as  well  as  damages. 

When,  therefore,  a  judge  had  so  certified  for  the  plaintifiT  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,.^ 
and  the  plaintiff  issued  a  capias  for  the  damages  only  :  Heldf  that  be  could  not  obtain  ^ 
a  second  capitis  for  the  taxed  costs. 


Smith  v.  Dickinson. 

Assumpsit.    The  action  was  tried  at  the  York  Sprin^^aa  2 
Assizes,  1843,  before  Mr.  Justice  Wightmati.    Verdict  foi^^* 
the  plaintiiT^  damages  S2l.    The  learned  judge  certified  a»^ 
follows :  *'  I  certify  that  execution  ought  to  issue  on  th^  ^ 
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'^tii  March  uext  for  the  sum  recovered  by  the  verdict."         1844. 
j'  be  plaintiff  taxed  costs  and  signed  judgment.     He  then 
-lasued  a  ca.  sa.  for  the  amount  of  32L  only,  that  sum  being 
»ieDtioned  io  the  body  of  the  writ,  and  indorsed  upon  it. 
^he  defendant  was  taken  on  this  ca.  sa.,  paid  the  32/.  and 
^nrma  discharged.    Another  ca.  sa.  was  afterwards  obtained 
by  ihe  plaintiff  for  the  costs,  and  the  defendant  again  taken. 
•/'•  Addison  obtained  a  rule  for  the  discharge  of  the  defend- 
^uit,  oi[i  the  ground  of  his  having  been  already  arrested  for 
the  same  debt,  and  the  defendant  was  discharged  accord- 
ingly ;   but  it  appeared  that  this  rule  had  been  obtained 
mioder  the  erroneous  impression  that  the  second  ca.  sa.  was 
issued  for  the  whole  sum,  both  damages  and  costs. 

£rle  subsequently  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
execution  should  not  issue  for  the  costs,  against  which 

J*  Adduon  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the 
original  execution  ought  to  have  issued  both  for  damages 
^nd  costs,  the  costs  following  as  incident  to  the  verdict,  on 
the  usual  form  of  certificate.     The  words  of  the  act,  1 
^WiU.  4,  c.l,  S.2,  are/'  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge 
Vefore  whom  any  issue,  &c.  shall  be  to  be  tried,  in  case  the 
;i>Uintiff  or  demandant  therein  shall  become  nonsuit,  or  a 
Verdict  shall  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  or  demandant,  de- 
fendant or  tenant,  to  certify  under  his  hand  on  the  back  of 
^he  record,  at  any  time  before  the  end  of  the  sittings  or 
^izes,  that  it  is  his  opinion  execution  ought  to  issue  in  such 
^on  forthwith,  or  at  some  day  to  be  named  in  such  certi- 
cate,  and  subject  or  not  to  any  condition  or  qualification ) 
ud  iu  case  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  then  either  for  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  sum  found  by  such  verdict." 
When  the  judge  certifies  under  this  act  for  the  whole  sum, 
the  costs  follow  the  certificate,  and  become  part  of  the 
judgment  debt,  and  execution  must  therefore  issue  for  both, 
Qpon  the  principle  that  **  if  a  capias  be  executed,  that  is  in 
liw  sufficient  for  the  whole  debt,  for  corpus  humanum  non 


CASH  tv  VB£  ctuttir'*  Bl»rCH, 

recipit  Mdmationenii  so  as  if  joii  take  it  if  all,  yott  nmif 
take  it  for  the  whole  debt :''  Faster  f .  Jadktm{(»)* 

Brk  tontrd.    The  plaiotiff  could  not  issM  An  eteentiotl 
fbr  costs  on  this  certificate.    '« The  sum  recotered  by  tiM 
verdict*'  means  the  9tf.  awarded  bj  the  jttfjr  b^  ^aty  of^ 
diltiliges;  no  other  sum  is  mentioned  in  the  terdiett 
in  the  same  manner  it  wKs  understbtd  bjr  tb«  pi^ties^^: 
nimely,  that  the  immediate  eiecntion  wes  limited  to  tbfe^ft: 
damages^  and  that  the  costs  itere  td  btf  obttitted  Ifi 
liSttri  time  afterwards. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.*-^The  case  is  Mrfy  stated  oil  tii^KC^i 
part  of  the  plaintiff;  but  in  our  opinion  Ae  result  is  ifgiliisss^ii:! 
him.  The  judge  has  certified  for  the  sum  teeoNrered  Irf  fkMdLm  1 
verdict.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that  this  eziK^^e 
eludes  the  eosts.  I  think  it  included  them,  onleH  tii^  jiidf[2»  Ej^ 
s|ieeifically  excepts  them. 

Pattbson  J. — I  do  tlot  say  it  Is  not  in  the  powo'  ef 
judge  who  tries  the  cattse  td  prevent  the  plaintiff  fi^^^ 
taking  out  execution  for  costs.    But  wbett  hi*  <feftifi6i^^ 
is  ''  for  the  whole  sum  Recovered  by  the  vefdict,^'  dint^  S: 
assumpsit,  is  for  the  di^mages  and  4Qf.  eost# ;  Md  M 
evident  contemplation  of  the  statute,  the  cdSIA  of  ii 
follow. 

CoLBHiDdE  and  Wl&HtMAN  Ji.  ccmcnrredi 

Rule  disehttfged. 

(«)  Hobart,  69i 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  ^^^^/-^ 

Company.  Wednetdt^, 

-w  January  3  Iff. 

^2f  Ma  caae  a  t'lile  had  been  made  absolute  for  a  man-  Where  a  rule 

^mmna  to  the  company  to  pay  the  sum  of  2500/.  to  the  o^amandamus 

proseeutorSi  as  compensation  for  the  tolls  of  Maidenhead  ^^  *>«en  dis- 

Bridge,  under  a  special  clause  in  their  act,  (5  8c  6  ffilL  4,  ground  that  an 

loeml  and  personal,  e.  107,  s.  230.)    The  company  made  ^f^^'-^  ^[^ 

0O  retain  to  the  mandamus,  and   paid   the   money.     In  moved  is  de- 

jMiichMlinas  Term  a  rule  was  applied  fof  by  the  prosecutors,  tM^the  Court 

cmMinU  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendanta  will  hear  a 

sbould  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  rules  and  writs,  and  was  dis-  ^^^^  ^J^  „q( 

ebmrged,  on  the  ground  that  the  aflBdavit  was  wrongly  inti-  where  the  de- 

tuled.     It  was  intituled,  "  The  Queen  against  the  Directors  is  in  the 

of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company  ;"  and  in  the  body  ^^/jfj^® 

of  the  aflBdavit  it  was  recited,  that  ''an  application  had      Where, 

been  made  in  Easter  Term  last  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  aiTa^d^wt" 

^prhjr  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  was  wroo|ghr 

the  directors  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company"  to  Queen  against 

pay  tlie  said  mayor,  &c.  the  aforesaid  sura.  iheDtrectors 

rra        M»       •    I      •  •    of  the  Great 

The  affidavit  havmg  been  amended  in  both  these  parti-  Western  Rail- 

culara  and  resworn,  a  fresh  rule  nisi  was  obtained  on  the  pany  ^  jjj^j^^ 

part  ot  the  prosecutors,  against  which  of '*Tbe Queen 

against  The 
Great  Western 

Sir   W4  W.  Follett  S.   G.  now  shewed   cause.     The  Railway  Com- 

pany,    and 
S^neral  rule  is,  that  where  a  party  applying  for  a  mandamus  the  affida?it 

^r  certiorari  fails  from  incompleteness  in  his  affidavits,  he  *f  ^^  ^^^' 

^ill  not  have  a  writ  granted  on  fresh  affidavits  supplying  that  a  manda- 

«i« defect:   Reg.  y.  Manchester  and  Leeds  Railway  Com^  "buiiS*"*^ 

pQwy  (a).     There  is  an  exception  to  that  rule,  where  the  "against  the 

^^fect  is  only  in  the  jurat  or  title  of  the  affidavit :  Rex.  v.  ^j^g  company," 

^uMe^  tf  WurwiekMn  (6) ;  but  here  there  is  also  a  defect  a°d  ^he^^ule^ 

^11  the  body  of  the  affidavit,  the  defendants  being  there  also  charged,  the 

Wrongly  described.    The  Court  then  called  on  p>"^  'f"^^ 

^  "  to  grant  a 

(«)  8  Ad.  &  EL  413 ;  5.  C;  a         (6)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  389.  J^J  ^^]^^ 

«.*P.439.  affidavit  beini 

used  with  these  defects  amen< 


\ 
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Sir  F.  Pollock  A.  G.  and  H.  Hill  contrd.    The  de- 

feet  in  the  body  of  the  affidavit  is  altogether  immateriali  ^  ^^ 
occurring  merely  in  a  recital,  which  might  be  struck  out  al-  — ^^^ 
together  without  impairing  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  ^^t 
It  was  quite  unnecessary  to  amend  it  at  all.  The  ob— ^^yb* 
jection  therefore  is  not  merely  of  a  technical  kind  only.  ^^^.\]f 
but  beside  the  question.  The  whole  application  was  ^  «  a 
nullity,  and  this  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  fresh  applfcc^^ggAi 
cation,  but  an  original  one.  In  Sherry  v.  Oke{a),  Mrs  ^^i^iii 
Justice  Patieson  granted  a  fresh  rule  to  set  aside  nwrnm  i 
award,  where  the  first  had  been  discharged  in  consequencc^^ssni 
of  defects  of  form,  not  in  the  title,  but  in  the  body  of  thc:!^  tl 
affidavits. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  it  is  safest  to  adhere  t^       s  t 
the  general  rule.     Where  the  objection  is  simply  to  thd^     thi 
form  in  which  the  affidavit  is  sworn,  so  that  the  same  aflB^ii^affi. 
davit  being  re-sworn  will  serve  on  the  second  occasior^^S ion, 
there  a  fresh  rule  will  be  granted  :  but,  if  it  be  necessary  f*   ^s^jto 
alter  the  body  of  the  affidavit  in  any  degree,  it  is  no  long»2Ki^  ^ger 
the  same,  and  the  Court  will  not  inquire  into  the  amou^  m^m  unt 
of  the  alteration.    If  the  Court  were  to  rule  otherwise,   ^^,  u 
question  would  be  raised   on  every    defective    affidav'^^vit, 
whether  the  defect  were  so  material  in  its  nature  as  to  pr"^  ^r^ 
elude  a  fresh  application  or  not. 

Patteson  J. — It  is  best  to  lay  down  a  general  role,  ar.*Hind 
adhere  to  it.  I  am  inclined  to  think  I  was  wrong  in  allowir  ^ing 
the  first  application  in  Sherry  v.  Oke{a),  the  rule,  howev^^*^'^^ 
was  discharged  ultimately. 

CoLEBiDGE  and  WiOHTMAN  Js.  Concurred. 


Rule  discharged,  without  costs^  m^  ^' 
(a)  S  Dowl.  P.  C.  840. 
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HoLFORD  V.  John  Hankinson  and  another.  ^  J^tuday, 

^>^  January  30th, 

-Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.    Fifth  plea:  that  long  Apleaintret- 

b«/bre  and  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.|  one  Robert  Sim  defendant 

-^ankimon  was  and  still  is  the  occupier  of  a  certain  tene-  *nd  ^  other 
1  •  1      •  1.    1     1      pnor  occupiers 

leot  and    premises  with  the   appurtenances,  called  the  ofaceruua 

.^orse  and  Jockey,  contiguous  and  next  adjoining  to  the  [^"^l^^^eu^"^ 

sid  close  in  which,  8ic.    And  that  he  the  said  R.  Haukin'  next  be/ore  the 

f,  vrbilst  such  occupier  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  prior  ^^^of  ^ 


^ 


occupiers  of  the  tenement,  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  suit,  have  bad, 
years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and  before  tually  enjoyed 

either  of  the  said  times  when.  Sic,  have  had,  used  and  .^itl>o<i< . 

»         .        ,     .  f  ,    /•     .   .  t  interruption, 

^MetunUjf  enjoyed  vnthoui  interruption,  ana  of  right  ought  to  and  of  right 

laave  bad^  used  and  actually  enjoyed  without  interruption,  ^^^used  and 

aand  JR.  Hankinson,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c«,  of  actually  en- 

nght  ought  to  have  had,  used  and  actually  enjoyed  without  ^^^y  tbrou'ah 

UBtermptioD,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have,  use  and  actu-  die  locus  m 

aally  enjoy  without  interruption,  for  himself  and  themselves,  ^fter  verdicL 

mod  his  and  their  servants,  farmers  and  tenants,  occupiers  **.^^®  actual 

■^  enjoyment  was 

of  the  tenement,  a  certain  way  to  pass  and  repass  on  foot  not  alleged  to 

from  a  certain  common  highway,  &c.  into,  through,  over  under  tlw"ri£ht 

Hiid  along  the  close  in  which,  &c.,  unto  and  into  the  tene-  claimed,  and 

xnent  of  R*  Hankinson,  and  so  from  thence  back  again  unto,  therefore  was 

into,  through  and  over  and  along  the  close  in  which,  8lc.  notshewntobe 
.  .  .  "as  of  right," 

Unto  and  into  the  common  highway  at  all  times  of  the  year,  according  to 

iit  his  and  their  free  will  and  pleasure  as  to  the  tenement  ^m^n\^\^ 
Of  Rm  Hankinson  with  the  appurtenances    belonging  and  s.  5. 
appertaining.     Justification   under  the   above  mentioned 
Hght  of  way.    Verification,  &c. 

Replication :  that  R.  Hankinson,  and  all  other  prior  oc- 
cupants of  the  tenement  mentioned,  for  the  full  period  of 
^^enty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
4id  not  have,  use  or  actually  enjoy  the  way  in  the  plea  on 
that  behalf  mentioned  as  to  the  tenement  of  R,  Hankinson 

^ith  the   appurtenances  belonging  and  appertaining,   in 

manner  and  form,  8cc.     Conclusion  to  the  country. 
Issue  thereon. 


HoLVOftP 


474  CASBt  IN  THE  QUEEK*8  BENCH, 

IMi.  SThe  defendant  obtained  a  verdict  on  this  issue  at  th^^^ 

Liverpool  Spring  AtsizeSi  1843. 
'«r'^  Knowles  in  the  following  Easter  Term  obtained  a  rul^^ 

HiHKijriov.   pj^j  1^  ^pi^j^  judgment  for  the  phuntiff  non  obstante  vere-.^^ 
dicto,  or  for  a  repleader,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  dii^^, 
not  allege  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  way  bad  been  had  tm^ 
of  right,  according  to  the  Prescription  Act,  ft  &  S  WiU.  A^ 
c.  71»  s.  5,  so  that  the  alleged  right  and  the  alleged  enjo]^^c3 
ment  were  not  connected  together. 

Wortley  and  W.  H.  Watson  now  shewed  cause.  TbCTT 
plea  alleges  that  the  way  has  for  twenty  years  been  enjoys  ^^i 
as  to  the  tenement  of  12.  Hankimon  belonging,  and  tiK.:atl 
replication  denies  that  the  way  has  for  twenty  yeiirs  be^  ^ei 
enjoyed  as  to  the  said  tenement  belonging.  Under  tkiVliu 
issue  therefore  it  must  be  taken,  after  verdict,  to  have  be»>  ^mea 
proved  that  the  enjoyment  has  been  actually  bad  as  of  i 
for  the  requisite  period  •  The  Prescription  Act  has 
created  any  new  right,  but  was  passed  chiefly  for  the  pi 
pose  of  relieving  the  consciences  of  the  jury :  Bright    v. 

Walker(a).  They  then  referred  to  1  fFm.Saiiiiif.fiS6,n.C    >)> 
and  Jackson  v.  Puked  (b)  and  Clark  v.  King(c\  to  sh^^w 
that  the  objection  was  cured  by  verdict,  as  the  plea  Im  ^^ 
merely  stated  title  defectively,  and  not  a  defective  tit'K^^ 
that  the  plea  might  perhaps  be  ambiguous,  and  that     ^^ 
ambiguity  was  always  cured  by  verdict,  as  the  ambiguor  ^^^ 
expression  must  afterwards  be  taken  to  have  been  used    ^^ 
that  sense  which  would  sustain  the  verdict :  Lord  Huniin^^ 
tower  v.  Gardiner  {d),  Avery  v.  Hook(e);  in  which  la^^ 
case  a  declaration  that  ^'  defendant  had  used  a  gun,  beitfg 
an  engine  to  kill  and  destroy  game,"  without  averring  that 
he  had  used  it  for  the  destruction  of  game,  was  taken,  after 
verdict,  to  mean  that  he  had  so  used  it,  because  ''  the  use 
must  have  been  proved  at  the  trial,  or  the  verdict  could  not 
have  been  found  for  the  plaintiff." 

(fl)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  211.  (rf)  1  B.  dc  C.  897;  &  C.  «  D. 

{b)  1  Mau.  &  S.  234.  &  R.  450. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  147.  (e)  Cowp,  815. 
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^ftowles  and  lomliHSon  contri  were  not  beard. 


lord  Denman  C.  J.— The  Prescription  Act  gives  a  new  ^^^^^^^ 
^^m  of  plea.  A  party  may,  if  he  prefer  it,  recur  to  the  old  Hawkinsow. 
'Orm  of  plea.  But,  if  he  adopts  the  new  form,  he  must 
^oi/ow  the  words  of  the  act.  The  defendant  has  not  done 
Uiis.  Every  thing  alleged  in  this  plea  may  have  been  found 
Tor  him,  and  yet  he  may  have  no  defence.  It  is  said  the 
Fault  in  the  plea  is  a  mere  ambiguity.  I  think  there  is  no 
imbiguity.  The  defendant  by  the  language  of  his  plea 
leema  rather  to  express  his  regret  that  he  had  not  enjoyed 
.he  way  as  of  right. 

Patteson  J. — The  act  gives  a  new  form  of  plea,  and 
(iBakes  it  suflBcient  to  *'  allege  the  enjoyment  as  of  right.*' 
[fa  party  chooses  to  take  advantage  of  this  section,  he  must 
Liae  the  very  words.  This  case  illustrates  the  very  distinction 
n  Jackson  v.  Pe$ked{a)  and  other  cases.  This  is  the  state- 
sicnt  of  a  defective  title,  and  not  a  title  defectively  stated. 

Coleridge  J. — This  is  a  statement  of  a  defective  title, 
Or  every  thing  in  the  plea  may  be  truly  stated  to  the  satis- 
^c:tion  of  the  jury,  and  yet  the  jury  may  not  have  been 
^^^sfied  that  the  way  was  ever  actually  used  as  of  right. 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  1  Mao.  &  S.  234. 


Hall  r.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Burgesses  of  the 

Borough  of  Swansea.  jalZylU. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  work  done,  Where  a  bo- 

rough  corpora- 

tnd  on  an  account  stated.  tion,  under  a 

claim  that  a 
/nrticolar  office  was  vacant,  or  that  it  had  been  abolished  bj  the  Municipal  Corporaiion 
Act,  bad  for  some  years  wrongfully  received  the  fees,  amounting  to  upwards  of  000/., 
payable  to  the  holder  of  such  office,  heid  that  indebitatus  assumpbit  for  money  had  and 
reoei?ed  inight  be  brought  against  the  corporation  ;  for,  as  it  would  be  absurd  to  sup- 
pose that  a  corporation  would  contract  under  seal  to  refund  money  which  they  claimed 
to  be  their  own,  the  necessity  of  the  case  required  such  a  remedy. 
YOU  I. — D.  M.  1  1 
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1844.  Plea :  non  assumpsit  and  issue  thereon. 

\y^^  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  certain:^-^ 

V.  tdllsy  dues  and  keelage,  payable  to  the  plaintiflF  as  the  layc^^ 

Mayor,  &c.  of  keeper  of  the  river  Tawe  at  Swansea,  from  the  Ist  Januarj^-^ 
1837,  to  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maule  J.,  at  the  Glamorga^^^^ 
shire  Spring  Assizes,   1843,  when  a  verdict  was  found  f*"^ 
the  plaintiff,  damages  1000/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  f'^j^ 
Court  upon  a  case. 

The  case  among  other  things  stated  the  following  fac^^:^^^ 
The  plaintiff  claimed  for  twenty  years  to  have  been  '-^  m  jjj 
keeper  of  the  port  of  Swansea,  duly  presented  by  r  |ji 
court  leet  of  the  manor  and  borough  of  Swansea,  and  ap 

pointed  by  the  steward  of  the  Duke  of  Beaufort,  the  I  .^Morc 
of  the  said  manor  and  borough,  and  contended  that  in  vir— ^rtue 
of  such  appointment  he  was  entitled  to  certain  tolls  oa 

shipping  entering  the  port  of  Swansea.     Since  1836  (be 

amount  received  for  these  dues  has  been  paid  by  th^s=  re- 
ceiver to  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  of  Swansea^^  in- 
stead of  to  the  plaintiff,  and  for  the  recovery  of  the  amc^uot 
so  paid  this  action  is  brought. 

The  ancient  duties  of  the  layer  keeper  were  to  keei>  the 
layers  or  beds  of  the  shipping  free  from  obstacles  and  ^n  > 
proper  state,  but  these  duties  have  been  merely  nonr^inai 
since  the  appointment  of  a  harbour  master  under  staC  «  ^^ 
Geo.  3,  c.  83. 

The  mode  of  appointing  the  layer  keeper  was  as  foiled  ^*'     ^ 
It  has   been  the  custom  from    time  immemorial    for     ^''^     -. 
stewards  of  the  lords  of  the  seigniory  of  Gower  (a  district 
of  the  county  of  Glamorgan),  who  are  also  lords  of  the  bo- 
rough and  manor  of  Swansea,  which  is  within  the  seigniory, 
together  with  the  port  reeve  of  the  borough  of  Swansea, 
to  hold  annually  two  leet  and  baron  courts  for  the  borough 
and  manor  of  Swansea,  which  borough  and  manor  are  co- 
extensive. 

The  jury  of  these  courts  are  composed  of  aldermen, 
burgesses  and  resiants. 
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At  ooe  of  these  courts  it  has  been  the  custom  to  appoint         1844. 
**^clajer  keeper.   Two  names  are  presented  by  the  homage      ^'^^'^^^^ 
^<^  Ctie  duke's  steward  and  the  steward  elects  one  of  them.  «. 

^*Tie  port  reeve  of  the  borough  usually  sat  with  the  duke's  Majior,  &c.  of 
^^ward^  but  took  no  part  m  these  proceedmgs. 

The  layer  keeper's  oath  of  oflBce  was  to  execute  the 
office,  &c.  for  the  year  ensuing*  and  until  another  should  be 
oliosen  in  his  stead,  or  until  he  should  be  lawfully  dis- 
ofaarged. 

The  plaintiff  was  appointed  in  1822,  and  was  annually 
appointed  until  1836.  He  was  also  appointed  in  1836,  but 
tbe  mayor  protested  against  the  appointment. 

In  1838  the  duke's  steward  attended  at  the  town  hall 
for  the  purpose  of  holding  a  leet,  but  was  prevented  by  the 
mayor,  by  whose  orders  the  doors  of  the  hall  were  locked, 
in  consequence  of  which  the  steward,  in  the  vestibule  of  the 
lially  adjourned  the  court  till  further  notice,  and  forbore  to 
bold  courts  till  1842,  when  he  again  resumed  them.  At  tbe 
court  of  that  d^te  the  plaintiff  was  re-presented  by  the 
homage  and  re-appointed  and  sworn  in  by  the  steward,  the 
thee  mayor  sitting  with  him  as  the  port  reeve  used  to  do. 

By  the  30th  section  of  stat.  31  Geo.  3,  above  mentioned, 
the  powers  of  the  layer  keeper  are  expressly  reserved.  By 
Uie  64th  section  the  royalties,  rights,  &c.  of  the  Duke  of 
Seaufort  and  the  future  lords  are  saved. 

A  clerk  and  receiver  was  appointed  under  this  act ;  and 
has  collected  and  continues  to  collect  the  tolls,  See,  who, 
^ntil  1836,  has  paid  over  to  the  layer  keeper  his  pro* 
^rtion. 

In  1836  a  committee  of  inquiry,  appointed  by  the  town 
couocil,  reported  to  the  town  council  that  the  appointment 
of  layer  keeper  should  be  vested  in  the  corporation,  and 
that  5/.  per  cent,  on  the  revenue  should  be  allowed  for  its 
collection ;  and  this  report  was  acted  on  by  the  town  coun- 
cil, and  from  the  Ist  January,  1837,  the  receiver  appointed 
by  the  corporation  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  borough  the 
dues  of  the  layer  keeper.     The  whole  amount  so  paid  to 

I  I  2 


478  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN*S  BENCH, 

1844.        the  treasurer,  from  the  Ist  January,  1837,  to  the  31st  D^     ^ 
cember,  1842,  was  6291-  19f. 

The  defendants   contend,    1.  That  the  office  of  laj^^^( 
Map'or,  &c.  of  deeper  was  an  annual  office,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  rrr^o 
been  duly  re-appointed  since  1835. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  '  tb( 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  {5  &i6  Will,  4,  c.  76),  was  an 
executive  officer  in  the  borough  of  Swansea,  and  that  — r  be 
was  not  re-appointed  according  to  the  provisions  of  (be 
said  act. 

3.  That  the  right  of  action  above  set  forth  by  the  pl^i^in. 
tiff  cannot  be  tried  as  against  these  defendants  in  the  fcizsrni 
of  indebitatus  assumpsit. 

4.  That,  inasmuch  as  the  defendants  set  up  a  title  to  the 
tolls  in  question,  such  title  cannot  be  tried  in  an  actioiB  on 
the  indebitatus  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  Court  shall  be  at  liberty  to  drawr  all 
such  conclusions  and  inferences  from  the  evidence  as  the 
Court  shall  think  a  jury  ought  to  have  done. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the' plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  amount  of  l^y^^ 
keeper's  dues  so  received  by  the  town  council  since  ^^^ 
3 1st  December,  1836,  or  any  part  thereof,  then  the  ver^'^^ 
is  to  stand  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  such  amount  or  9  ^^^ 
part;  but,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  t^*^" 
a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defends  ^^^) 
as  the  Court  shall  direct. 

W,  AL  James  for  the  plaintiff.  The  only  question  ar^  ^^ 
of  general  importance  was,  whether  indebitatus  assum  P^^ 
would  lie  against  the  corporation.  On  this  point  he  c  ^^^ 
Beverley  v.  The  Lincoln  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company  ^^^* 
and  Church  v.  The  Imperial  Gas  Light  and  Coke  C^^^' 
pany(b). 

(fl)  6  A.  &  E.  829;  S.  C.  2  N.  (b)  6  A.  &  E.  846  ;  5.  C.  ^       ^' 

&  P.  283.  &  P.  35. 
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Hrkcontri.     Indebitatus  assumpsit  will  not  lie  against         1844. 
^c  corporation  on  an  implied  contract  by  them  to  repay      ^T^*^^ 
^Us  which  they  have  received  under  a  claim  of  right.    The  v. 

9e9  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  are  exceptive  cases,  shew-  '^^^^f  *c-  ®^ 
r  only  that  a  corporation  can  contract,  without  seal,  for 
tain  given  purposes  essential  to  their  existence,  or  with  re- 
ct  to  small  matters  of  frequent  occurrence.  A  corporation 
not  appoint  an  attorney  except  under  seal:  Arnold  v. 
jfor,Sfc.  of  Pool  (a)  \  nor  contract,  except  under  seal,  to 
a  sum  of  money  for  the  making  of  improvements  within 
borough :  Mayor,  isc,  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton  (A). 

V.  M.  Jamei  in  reply.  The  effect  of  the  authorities  is, 
t  assumpsit  lies  against  a  corporation  whenever  the 
essily  of  the  case  requires  it.  He  then  cited  De  Grave 
)iayor, Sfc.  of  Monmouth  (c).  He  also  cited  Yar borough  v. 
c  Governor^  S^c.  of  the  Bank  of  England  {d),  to  shew  that 
the  corporation  had  converted  the  plaintiff's  goods  they 
uld  be  liable  in  trover,  and,  consequently,  in  an  action 

money  had  and  received  for  the  proceeds  if  they  sold 

goods. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — This  is  an  action  brought  by  the 
er  keeper  against  the  corporation  of  the  port  of  Swansea, 
recover  the  fees  of  his  office,  vihich  have  been  received 
the  corporation  for  several  years  past.  The  office  is  an 
lient  office,  and  it  appears  by  the  oath  of  office  that  the 
intiff  undertook  to  execute  it  until  his  successor  should 
appointed  or  he  (the  plaintiff)  should  be  lawfully  dis- 
rged.  I  think  the  case  discloses  sufficient  evidence  of 
continuing  in  office  until  the  present  time,  unless  some- 
3g  has  occurred  to  determine  liis  tenure  of  it.  I  think  the 
intiff  was  properly  appointed,  although  the  port  reeve 
I  not  join  in  the  appointment.     Then  it  is  said  that  the 

»  5  Scott,  N.  R.  741.  (c)   4  C.  &  P.  1 11. 

h)  6  M.  &  W.  815.  (rf)   16  East,  C. 
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oflSce  has  been  abolished  by  the  Municipal  Corporation;^^  ^ 
Act.     If  the  corporation  had  met  together  and  come  to  ^ 
V.  resolution  that  the  office  was  useless  and  should  be  (linrniii  ^ 

Mayor,  &c.  of  tjpued^  the  question  might  have  arisen.  But  the  corpora  ^^ 
tion  have  received  the  fees  of  the  office,  and  cannot  si^  ^, 
that  the  office  continues  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  tlV^^jnj 
fees,  and  that  it  is  abolished  for  the  purpose  of  retaini»  .^„ 
them  against  the  plaintiff.  (His  Lordship  then  advert,^*!^ 
to  the  Stat.  31  Geo.  S,  to  shew  that  the  office  was  continu^cj^e 
by  that  act.) 

With  regard  to  the  maintenance  of  this  action  of  assun^  jup. 
sit  against  the  corporation,  I  think  the  two  cases  in  t^Brtb/i 
Court  are  conclusive  in  the  plaintiff's  favour,  at  the  sa-^^i^e 
time  I  think  in  the  other  cases  cited  the  Courts  mere  qu^si/fe 
right.     In  the  case  in  the  Exchequer  the  defendant  n^mmust 
have  known  that  it  would  have  been  proper  for  the  cor^  jk)- 
ration  to  affix  their  common  seal  to  the  contract  on  wtrmick 
he  relied,  so  as  to  manifest  it  to  be  the  deliberate  act  of    the 
corporation.     Still  more  in  the  other  case,  which  was    in 
the  Common  Pleas,  the  corporation  might  fairly  say  to   ^^ 
attorney  who  sought  to  fix  them  with  a  large  sum  due  f^^ 
professional  services,  **  You^  who  know  in  what  mannei"   * 
corporation  ought  to  contract,  should  have  taken  care  tb^"^ 
the  appointment  of  you  by  the  corporation  as  their  attc^^ 
ney  was  properly  executed."     I  think  the  only  princip^® 
applicable  to  this  point  is  the  necessity  of  the  case;  ihmt   ^^ 
the  only  rational  ground  on  which  any  exception  can    t^^* 
put  to  the  ordinary  rule,  that  the  will  of  a  corporation  mu^^^ 
be  expressed   by  its  common  seal.     Apply  that  principle      , 
here.    If  the  corporation  have  chosen  to  apply  the  plaintiff*^^ 
money  to  their  own  use,  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  thej     *- 
would  engage  under  the  common  seal  to  repay  him.     It  is 
not  correct  to  say  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  in  this 
form  results  from  contract;  it  results  from  that  wrongful 
act  of  the  corporation  which  has  created  the  necessity  of 
bringing  such  an  action. 
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Patteson  J.  (after  disposing  of  the  questions  raised        18U. 
^^liiMt  the  plaintiff's  title.) — The  corporation  have  received      ^"tT^*^^ 
te  plaintiff's  money,  and  when  he  seeks  to  recover  it  thej  v, 

^^7  they  have  entered  into  no  engagenaent  under  their  com-  Mayor,  &c.  of 
^^non  seal  to  refund  it.     We  certainly  cannot  allow  such  a 
defence  to  prevail,  unless  we  are  compelled  to  do  so.     No 
^ase  very  like  the  present  has  been  actually  decided,  but 
I  think  it  is  within  the  principle  of  Smith  v.  T/ie  Birming- 
Mutm  and  Staffordshire  Gas  Light  Company  (a)  and  Yarbo- 
rough  V.  The  Governor,  Sfc.  of  the  Bank  of  England  (Jb) ;  for 
it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  trover  would  lie  against  a 
oorporation  for  converting  goods,  and  that  money  bad  and 
received  would  not  lie  for  converting  the  proceeds  of  those 
^oods.     The  true  ground  in  such  cases  is  the  necessity  of 
sallowing  the  form  of  action.     It  would  be  the  height  of 
aabsurdity  to  suppose  that  a  corporation  would  covenant  to 
refund  money  which  they  claim  to  have  received  rightfully 
^4  their  own  money. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.     In 

^  case  like  this,  where  principle  and  authority  enable  us  to 

^ay  the  action  may  be  maintained,  we  certainly  ought  to  be 

^«ady  to  act  up  to  the  law  though  not  to  strain  it.     It  is 

'^und  that  the  corporation  in  this  case  made  a  resolution 

^«  receive  the  money,  and  the  money  must  be  supposed  to 

^^enow  in  the  corporate  chest.    If  the  sum  had  been  small, 

^le  counsel  for  the  defendants  would  probably  not  deny 

"^liat  the  action  might  be  maintained,  for  he  puts  the  law  of 

^le  case  upon  a  question  of  magnitude.     But  on  what  prin- 

^^iple  can  the  difference  in  amount  be  held  to  make  any 

difference  in  a  case  like  this?     How  can  a  corporation 

Im  expected  to  seal  a  bond  for  the  repayment  of  money 

'^hich  they  say  is  their  own?     The  principle  on  which  we 

decide  this  case  is  to  be  found  in  Yarborough  v.  The  Go- 

UTHor,  ^c.  of  the  Bank  of  Ejigland{b).     That  case  shews 

(a)  1  A.  &  E.  526;  S.  C.  3  N.&  M.  77 1.  (6)  16  East,  6. 
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Saturday,  The  QuEEN  V.  The  Lord  Mayor  of  London. 

January  «7/A. 

A  person  com-  JxELLY  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  obtained  a  ni 
urisoofor         '^  '''^^  cause  >^hy  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  the  d 

further  exami-  feodant  commanding  him  to  deliver  to  one  Fletcher,  or  fc 

nation  oDiy,  .         ^    .  .       .  r    •  • 

and  nut  finally  attoraey»  copies  of  the  exammations  of  the  witnesses  r 

^2°hiJf*nJ*''^  spectively,  upon  whose  depositions  the  said  Fletcher  fro 
right  to  copies  time  to  time  and  then  stood  committed  to  prison  to  the  cu 
dons*und^'"  ^^^J  ^^  ^^^  keeper  of  the  Giltspur  Street  prison,  pursoa 
^wm^  *  ^  '^  *^*^'  ^^^  ^^^^'  ^'  c.  1 14,  •'  An  Act  for  enabling  Persoi 
g.  3. '  '  *      '  indicted  of  Felony  to  make  their  Defence  by  Counsel  • 

sho^uTb^'"'"**  Attorney/' 

signed  by  the  The  prisoner  had  been  charged  before  the  lord  mayc 
whneMes'as"  ^^^^  felony.  Numerous  witnesses  in  support  of  the  char| 
soon  as  they  had  been  examined  in  the  course  of  December  and  Januai 
last,  and  the  prisoner  at  the  conclusion  of  each  day's  exam 
nation  had  been  committed  to  prison  by  the  lord  mayor  U 
further  examination.  The  depositions  had  not  been  signa 
by  the  lord  mayor  or  by  the  witnesses. 

The  prisoner's  attorney  had  offered  to  pay  the  charg 
allowed  for  such  copies  of  depositions  by  the  third  secti  * 
of  the  statute. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  A.  G.  and  R.  V.  Richards  now  shew^ 
cause.     The  statute  (a),  allowing  a  prisoner  to  have  cop  : 

(a)   The   first  section  enacts,  answer  and  defence  thereto 

''  Whereas  it  is  just  and  reason-  counsel  learned  in  the  law,  or- 

able  that  persons  accused  of  of-  attorney  in  Courts  where  attorxr 

fences  against  the  law  should  be  practise  as  counsel.'^ 

enabled  to  make  their  full  answer  Section  3  is  as  follows  : — *'^ 

and  defence  to  all  that  is  alleged  be  it  further  enacted,  that  all  ^ 

against  them,  be  it  therefore  enact-  sons  who,  after  the  passing  of  ^ 

ed,  &c.  that,  from  and  after  the  act,  shall  be  held  to  bail  or  cCS 

first  day  of  October  next,  all  per-  mitted   to  prison  for  any  o£fe^ 

sons  tried  for  felonies  shall  be  ad-  against  the  law,  shall  be  entit^ 

mitted,  after  the  close  of  the  case  to  require  and  have  on  dema^ 

for  the  prosecution,  to  make  full  (from  the  person  who  shall  hi^ 


r 
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^^  the  depositions  against  him,  does  not  apply  to  a  prisoner         1844. 
cotumitted  for  further  examination  only  and  not  for  trial.    ,^^^  Qukeii 
^iie  third  section,  which  contains  the  provision  applicable  v- 

t-o  this  question,  expressly  applies  to  persons  "  commit-  London. 
^ed  for  any  offence."  A  person  is  not  committed  for  any 
offence  until  he  is  finally  committed  for  trial.  Stat.  7 
Creo.  4,  c.  64;  is  in  pari  materia,  and  it  is  clear  from  that 
statute  that  depositions  were  not  deemed  to  be  complete 
mintil  they  should  be  ready  to  be  returned  into  the  Court  at 
^^Rrbtch  the  trial  might  take  place  ;  the  title  of  the  act  '*  To 
^»iable  Persons  indicted  of  Felony  to  make  full  Defence/' 
Sec.  clearly  has  reference  to  the  time  of  trial. 

Kelly  and  Ballantine  contrd.  The  object  of  the  act  was 
^o  give  the  prisoner  the  opportunity  of  meeting  the  charge 
ligainst  him  in  every  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  not 
merely  at  the  time  of  trial.  He  is  to  be  assisted  in  giving  a 
full  answer  to  all  that  may  be  alleged  against  him.  There 
^s  nothing  said  about  the  time  of  trial.  As  soon  as  the 
charge  is  made  before  the  magistrate  the  prisoner  is  put  on 
■^is  defence  ;  and  the  consequences  of  commitment  for  trial 
^>^  frequently,  so  far  as  regards  the  duration  of  imprison- 
*^ent»  much  more  severe  than  the  punishment  on  conviction. 

^he   lawful  custody  thereof,   and  is  to  take  place,  such  person  shall 

^ho  is  hereby  required  to  deliver  not  be  entitled  to  have  any  copy  of 

^h«  same,)  copies  of  the  eiami-  such   examination    of   witnesses, 

^tioDS  of  the  witnesses    respec-  unless  the  judge  or  other  person 

^^ely,     upon    whose    depositions  to  preside  at  such  trial  shall  be  of 

^hej  have  been  so  held  to  bail  or  opinion  that  such   copy  may  be 

^Oinniittcd  to  prison,  on  payment  made  and  delivered  without  delay 

^  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  or  inconvenience  to  such  trial ;  but 

'^  exceeding  tbree-half-pence  for  it  shall  nevertheless  be  competent 

^%cb  folio  of  ninety  words :  Pro-  for  such  judge  oi  other  person  «o 

^^dcd  always,  that  if  such  demand  to  preside  at  such  trial,  if  he  shall 

^«11  not  be  made  before  the  day  think  fit,  to  postpone  such  trial  on 

appointed  for  the  commencement  account  of  such  copy  of  the  exa« 

^f  the  assize  or  sessions  at  which  mination  of  witnesses  not  having 

^^^  trial  of  the  person  on  whose  been  previously  had  by  the  party 

^^half  such  demand  shall  be  made  charged." 
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1844.         As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^'  commitment/'  it  is  obvious 
The  QuEBN    ^^^  word  applies  to  every  kind  of  commitment  :  2  Hale 
V,  P.  C.  cap.  XIV.  p.  120 ;  Davis  v.  Capper  (a).    Stat.  7  Geo. 

LoMDov!^  4,  c.  64,  8.  2,  with  respect  to  the  mode  of  taking  deposi- 
tions, makes  no  distinction  between  one  sort  of  commit- 
ment and  another.  If  the  depositions  are  not  yet  properly 
signed,  the  answer  is  that  they  ought  to  be.  It  is  expedient 
that  they  should  be  signed  as  soon  as  taken,  and  that  they 
should  not  be  altered  afterwards.  If  a  deponent  were 
to  die  before  trial,  his  deposition,  unless  properly  signed, 
would  not  be  admissible  in  evidence.  Witnesses  might  be 
tampered  with  after  final  commitment  as  well  as  after  com- 
mitment for  further  examination,  and  therefore  no  objection 
can  be  made  on  that  ground  to  the  present  application. 

Lord  Drnman  C.  J. — This  rule  must  be  discharged. 
The  preamble  of  the  statute  is  clearly  confined  to  defences 
at  the  time  of  trial.  The  terms  "  full  answer  and  defence" 
would  not  be  very  appropriate  with  reference  to  the  inquiry 
before  the  magistrate,  who  could  have  no  power  whatever 
to  try  the  case.  The  words  which  raised  some  doubt  in 
my  mind  were  those  in  the  third  section,  which  provide 
that  the  accused  party  may  ''have  on  demand  from  the 
^  person  who  shall  have  the  lawful  custody  thereof"  copies 

of  the  examinations.  The  words  ''  on  demand,"  coupled 
with  the  words  describing  the  situation  of  the  person  en- 
titled to  make  the  demand,  viz.  that  he  should  be  *'  com- 
mitted to  prison,"  created  at  first  some  difficulty  in  my 
mind.  The  applicant  here  has  made  a  demand,  and  he  is 
"committed  to  prison,  but  still  he  is  not  '' committed  to 
prison  for  any  offence  ;"  the  consideration  of  his  case  is 
suspended,  and  he  is  committed  merely  for  safe  custody 
until  more  information  is  obtained.  This  power  of  com- 
mitment during  the  inquiry  is  one  which  it  is  necessary  the 
justice  should  have,  when  enough  has  been  disclosed  to 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  32. 
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render  further  investigation  proper  and  yet  not  enough  to         1844. 

justify  commitment  for  trial,  ^    ^ 

•^      ^  The  Queen 

V. 

Patteson  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Although  ^ J^If^^jJ^" °^ 
the  preamble  does  not  contain  the  word  "  trial,"  yet  the 
privilege  of  making  full  defence  by  counsel  is  clearly  limited 
to  the  time  of  trial.  But  I  found  my  judgment  upon  this, 
that  the  applicant  is  not  now  committed  for  any  offence  but 
for  further  examination  only. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.      And   I 

^faink  this  question  a  very  important  one,  for,  if  this  case  is 

within  the  act,  the  magistrate  would  have  no  discretion  to 

Withhold  copies  of  the  depositions,  although  by  furnishing 

^oem  he  might  sometimes  defeat  the  purposes  of  justice, 

especially  where  many  persons  are  implicated  in  a  charge. 

^hc  preamble  appears  to  me  to   apply   to  the  first  two 

'Actions  only,  and  the  third    looks  like  an  afterthought. 

^he  words  **  full  answer  and  defence"  occur  in  the  enacting 

P^rt  as  well  as  the  preamble  of  the  first  section,  and  the 

^^■^ms,  as  well  understood  in  our  law,  apply  to  the  time  of 

^**ial  only.     That  section  expressly  gives  the  privilege  of  full 

^^fcnce  by  counsel  to  *'  all  persons  tried  for  felonies."  But 

^*^e  question  is  upon  the  third  section,  and  is  a  very  short 

^^^e — Is  this  applicant  now  committed   for  any  offence  ? 

"^he  person  within  the  act  is  to  have  copies  of  examina- 

'Oti  •♦on  demand;"  and  it  appears,  from  the  subsequent 

*^*"Ovi8ion  in  case  "  such  demand"  shall  not  be  made  before 

^i^l,  that  the  demand  contemplated  was  a  demand  after 

^^ti^I  commitment  and  before  trial.      It  could  not  be  in- 

^•^ded  that   a   prisoner  should  be  entitled  to  the  copies 

^^"Hcre  he  is  discharged. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — As  this  was  a  case  of  general  importance 

'^      t.hought  it  better  to  grant  the  rule,  but  I  also  thought 

""Cfcin  the  first  that  the  third  section  did  not  apply  to  this 

^^Be.      The   preamble   contemplates    the    trial   only,   and 
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before  the  sessions.  The  appellant  parish  has  therefore 
thirty-five  clear  days  between  the  service  of  the  order  and  the 
sessions.  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  enter  and  adjourn  an  ap- 
peal which  there  is  no  time  to  try  :  Rex  v.  Justices  of 
Devon  {a).  Besides,  the  sessions  held  on  the  Srd  November 
was  an  adjourned  sessions  only ;  its  commencement  was  by 
statute  on  the  17th  Octoberi  and  therefore  clearly  before 
the  time  for  appealing,  as  there  were  only  three  days  between 
the  service  of  the  order  and  the  17th  October.  (On  this 
point  the  Court  gave  no  opinion.) 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  parish  to  which  a  pauper  is 
removed  has  twenty-one  days  to  consider  whether  or  not  to 
appeal,  and  if  it  has  determined  to  appeal,  must  furnish  the 
removing  parish  with  grounds  of  appeal  fourteen  days 
before  the  se|»ions  ;  that  is  the  effect  of  4  &  5  WiiL  4,  c. 
76,  as.  79;  81 .  To  hold  that  the  parish  was  bound  to  appeal 
before  the  expiration  of  both  these  periods,  would  be  to 
take  away  a  part  of  the  twenty-one  days  which  have  been 
conceded  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  deliberation.  But,  at  all 
events,  the  period  of  twenty-one  days  had  not  expired  in 
this  case,  as  there  were  less  than  that  number  of  clear  days 
between  the  service  of  the  order  and  the  commencement  of 
the  adjourned  sessions. 

Patteson,  Williams  and  Colkridgb,  Js.  concurred. 


J 

< 
r 
I 

r 
c 


Rule  absolute.  (6) 


(a)  8  B.  &  C.  640,  (d.) 
(6)  See  The  Queen  v.  Justices  of 
West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  {Stanley 


V.  Alverthorpe)^ 
Cabes,  445. 


i  New  Sessions 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Town  Council  of  Lichfield  (a).      An  order  bj;  a 
A  town  council 

^  RULE  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  ^or  the  pajr- 

*Qto  this  Court  two  orders  of  the  Town  Council  of  Lich-  the  borougli 

£eld,  dated  the  7th  April,  1843;  the  one  for  the  payment  <""nd  oHaw 

expenses 
^f  105/.  9s,  \d.  out  of  the  borough  fund  to  a  late  mayor^  incurred  in 

^or  the  bill  of  costs,  &c.  for  prosecuting  certain  defendants  p^^"fo"^riot 

^  0  a  riot  and  assault  committed  against  the  said  mayor  in  and  assault  on 

^c  execution  of  his  duty  as  such  ;  the  other  for  the  payment  t^g  execution 

^:3f200/.  and  interest  due  from  the  council  to  Mrs.  Mallett,  ?f  W*  duty,  is 

^nd  secured  by  a  promissory  note  to  her  late  husband.    An  not  having 

K  njuQction  had  been  obtained  on  the  14th  April,  1843,  re-  ^e<^i^.  ^"y 
•*  ,  ^  .      ,        previous  reso- 

^tnming  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  from  signing  lutionofthe 
ay  order  on  the  treasurer  to  make  these  payments,  and  auThorisbg  the 
^t^ic  treasurer  from  paying  them  out  of  any  property  of  the  incurring  such 
^c^orporation  till  full  answer,  or  till  farther  order   of  the      a  similar 
.oiurt  of  Chancery.  o^^^r  for  the 

A  ■       !•  1         1  payment  of  a 

As  to  the  first  order,  the  following  were  the  facts  dis-  debt  secured 

^=^lo«cd  by  the  aflSdavits.    A  riot  took  place  at  the  proceed-  ^^  ^*^?  "«y®«''» 
-ii^  ^  ^  "^  »  promissory 

^^^■igs  at  the  Municipal  Revision  Court  before  the  mayor,  note,  the  sum 

-^^oberi  Sharp,  in  1842.      The  mayor  preferred  a  charge  of  b^JJ!^^ed  for 

^"^iot  and  assault  before  the  magistrates  of  the  city  of  Lich-  ^^  puroose  of 
-^=?  ...  .  ,  .  ,  pavingdebtsof 

-K^eld  agamst  certain   persons,  who  were  bound  over  to  thecorpora- 

^^ppear  at  the  next  quarter  sessions  for  that  city.     At  those  M®°  incurred 

-^^uions  a  bill  was  preferred  and  found,  and  removed  by  passing  of  the 

^^crtiorari  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants.     It  was  tried  f  ^^-^ift^' 

c  70,  IS  like- 

l>^fore  a  special  jury  at  the  Stafford  Spring  Assizes,  1843.  wise  illegal. 

^-■-'he  defendants  were  acquitted,  and  no  order  made  by  the  j^^y  \^^ 

CUonrt  as  to  the  prosecutor's  costs.  removed  by 

f\  certiorari  and 

Oo  the  7th  Aprils  1843,  a  meeting  of  the  council  was  quashed,  al- 

o«lled  by  the  town-clerk,  with  notice  of  the  objects  of  it;  ^"{"^^^^he^"^ 
i^iieii  the  following  '^  resolution  or  order"  was  agreed  to  by  formof  resolu- 
a  majority,  and  signed  by  the  mayor  for  the  time  being.        ^undl    ^ 

entered  in  the 
(a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Teim  last,  June  10.  Tnd  sfn^^b' 

the  mayor 
^^1*  1. — D.  M.  K  K       •  only. 


492  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN's  BENCH, 

i844.  "  Friday,  the   7th  of  April,   1843. — At  a  meeting  and 

A*"^r^^       common  hall  of  the  council  of  this  city  thb  day  held  pur- 
The  Queen  .  ,         •        «.  ^  r  •  l 

V.  suant  to  appointment  and  notice,  &c.  (after  stating  who 

Town  Coancil  ^^^^  present),  it  is  agreed  and  ordered  that  the  sum  of 
Lichfield.  166/.  9^.  Id.  be  paid  out  of  the  borough  fund  to  Mr. 
Alderman  Sharp,  late  mayor  of  this  city,  in  addition  to  any 
sums  already  paid  to  him  on  account  of  the  mayor's  salary, 
the  above  sum  of  165/.  9s.  Id,  being  the  amount  of  the  bill 
of  costs  now  examined  and  allowed  by  the  council,  consist- 
ing of  the  charges,  fees  and  disbursements  of  Messrs. 
Spurrier  &  Chaplin,  solicitors,  Birmingham,  loss  of  time 
and  travelling  allowances  of  prosecutor  and  witnesses, 
justices  clerks'  and  court  fees,  and  expenses  in  the  prose- 
cution of  James  Burton,  William  Carton,  the  younger, 
George  Walker  and  Alfred  Eggington  for  a  riot  and  assault 
on  the  said  jR.  Sharp  on  the  15th  of  October  last,  when  in 
the  execution  of  his  duty  as  mayor  of  this  city  on  the  revi- 
sion of  the  burgess  lists  ;  the  information  and  complaint  of 
the  said  R.  Sharp  against  the  three  first-named  defendants 
for  the  said  alleged  offence  having  been  heard  and  inquired 
into  on  the  20th  and  24th  October  last,  before  ten  of  the 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  city,  by  whom  the  said  R. 
Sharp  was  bound  over  to  prosecute,  and  those  defendants 
to  appear  and  answer  at  the  ensuing  sessions  for  the  city  of 
Lichfield ;  the  said  jR.  Sharp  having  also  preferred  an  in- 
dictment at  such  sessions,  which  was  found  a  true  bill,  and 
was  moved  by  the  defendants  (after  traversing)  by  certiorari 
to  Stafford,  and  tried  at  the  last  assizes,  when  the  defendants 
were  acquitted." 

As  to  the  other  order  the  facts  were  as  follows : — After 
the  date  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
Thomas  Rowley,  at  that  time  mayor,  borrowed  of  Thomas 
Mallett,  one  of  the  then  councillors,  the  sum  of  200/.,  for 
which  he  gave  his  promissory  note,  but  no  bond  or  obliga- 
tion was  given  in  the  name  of  the  body  corporate.  It 
appeared,  however,  that  there  had  been  a  resolution  of  the 
council  for  borrowing  this  sum,  and  interest  had  been  paid 
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on  it  from  time  to  time  by  the  town  council  out  of  the        i844. 
borough  fund*     It  appeared  that  the  money  thus  borrowed      ^-^^^^^ 
ivas  not  applied  in  discharge  of  any  debts  contracted  by  the  ^^ 

corporation  previously  to  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  78.  Town  Council 

The  following  order  or  resolution  was  made  at  the  afore-    Lichfield. 

aaid  meeting  in  April,  1843,  and  signed  in  like   manner. 

'"It is  agreed  and  ordered  that  the  principal  money  and 

interest  thereon  due  from  this  council  to  Mrs.  Mallett,  of 

tJais  city,  widow,  and  secured  by  a  promissory  note  to  her 

I  ate  husband,  be  paid." 

The  dissenting  minority  of  the  council  had  given  notice 
^i^f  their  intention  to  oppose  the  payment  of  both  these  sums 
^  illegal. 

It  appeared  that  in  1838  part  of  the  real  property  of  the 
^^rporation  had  been  sold  (under  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76, 
^  94),  and  part  of  the  proceeds  were  invested  in  exchequer 
^ilb;  these  by  an  order  of  the  council  were  turned  into 
**ODey,  which  was  placed  by  the  treasurer  to  the  account  of 
^te  borough  fund,  to  the  amount  of  735/. 

The  affidavits  stated  -that  the  majority  of  the  council 
^Jireatened  to  enforce  the  order  for  the  payment  of  these 
^^onies  out  of  the  borough  fund.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Affidavits  in  opposition  stated  that  the  two  resolutions  in 
^^uestion  were  not  "  orders  in  writing,  signed  by  three  or 
^^ore  members  of  the  council/'  &c.  under  5  8c  6  WilL  4, 
^^.76,  s.  59*  but  simply  resolutions  signed  by  the  mayor,  and 
Entered  in  the  minute  book  under  sect.  69  of  that  act;  that 
^lie  treasurer  would  not  therefore  pay  the  monies  upon 
^lem,  but  wait  for  regular  orders;  and  that  these  resolutions 
^^uld  not  be  removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari  or  other- 
^ivise  without  either  tearing  them  from  the  minute-book,  or 
Removing  the  minute-book  itself. 

Erie  and  fF.  R,  Cole  shewed  cause.     They  cited  Reg.  v. 
Tke  Town  Council  of  Stamford  {a)  ^  Reg.  v.  The  Mayor y  6^c. 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  900 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Reg.  v.  ThomptoUf  after  order  brought 
«P  by  certiorari,  pott,  497. 

K  K  2 
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1844.        of  Bridgwater  (J)),  Reg.  v.  Paramore^c),  Aitamey-General 

^'^^'^^^      V.  The  Mayor,  S^c.  of  Normch{d)  Rex.  ▼.  InhabUants  of 

*  ».""*''    Essex  (e).  Rex  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower 

Town  Council  Hamlets  (f),  Arnold  v.  The  Mayor  of  PooIe(g),  and  Holds- 

Lichfield,    worth  v.  The  Mayor  of  Dartmouth  (A). 

F.  V.  Lee  control  cited  Reg.  v.  The  Mayor,  S^c.  of 
Leeds  (i).  Rex  v.  Bird{k),  Stark  v.  The  Highgate  Cemetery 
Company  (/),  and  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Water- 
works Company  (m).     He  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.— Without  denying  that  it  may  be 
perfectly  right  for  the  town  council  to  incur  legal  expenses 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  its  officers  in  the  execution  of 
their  duty,  I  think  that  the  objection  to  the  first  order  in 
this  case  must  prevail,  that  there  was  no  previous  resolu- 
tion of  the  council  authorizing  the  expenditure.  The 
council  ought  to  have  considered,  first,  whether  the  prose- 
cution was  one  which  ought  to  be  undertaken  and  conducted 
at  the  expense  of  the  corporation.  This  is  a  very  easy 
requisite,  which  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  performing* 
Then,  as  to  the  second  order,  that  likewise  is  bad,  inasmuch 
as  the  council  has  no  right  to  pay  in  this  manner,  by  bor- 
rowing money  and  thus  charging  the  fund,  debts  incurred 
since  the  Muncipal  Corporation  Act.  The  very  enactment 
of  7  Will.  4  &  1  Fict.  c.  78,  s.  28,  which  authorizes  them 
to  borrow  money  for  the  payment  of  debts  contracted 
before  that  act,  seems  to  imply  thus  much,  even  if  it  were 
not  otherwise  clear.  They  must  provide  for  such  obliga- 
tions as  they  go  on  out  of  the  funds  which  come  regularly 
to  their  hand. 

(6)  10  A.  &  E.  281.  (A)  11  A.  &  E.  490 ;  S.  C.  8  P. 

(c)  10  A.  &  E.  S86.  &  D.  308. 

Id)  8  Mylne  &  0.  406.  (t*)  4  Q.  B.  796. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  591.  (k)  9  B.  &  Aid.  528. 

(/)  1  B.  &  Ad.  232.  (/)  5  Taunt.  798. 

(g)  4  M.  &  G.  860.  (m)  3  B.  &  Aid.  1. 
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Pattbson  J, — Under  5  &  6  fVilL  4,  c.  76,  s.  92,  the         1844. 
council  may  pay  expenses  "  necessarily  incurred"  out  of   qJ^^X^^ 
^e  borough  fund.     But  in  such  a  case  the  council  are  to  v. 

determine  by  a  vote  what  is  "  necessary  ;"  not  to  incur  the  "^^"^^  Council 
expense  first  and  afterwards  vote  its  payment.      I  likewise     Lichfield. 
think  the  second  order  bad ;  the  act  referred  to  by  Lord 
Demnan^   empowering  corporations  to  borrow  money  to 
pay  debts  contracted  before  the  act,  would  not  have  been 
necessary  if  such  a  payment  as  the  present  were  lawful. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

The  orders  were  brought  up  and  quashed  accordingly 
without  further  opposition. 

(fl)  See  Reg.  v.  Thompton^  post,  497. 


The  Queen  v.  Milner  and  another.  Tuesday, 

y  January  SO/A. 

^•ADDISON  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defend-  Abui^gessis 

^Dto  to  shew  cause  why  one  or  more  information  or  infor-  rate^offi^T' 

^itttions,  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  should  not  be  within  sect  5 

exhibited  against  them,  to  shew  by  what  authority  they  7  j^^ct.,  and 

•^pectively  claimed  to  be   burgesses  of  the  Borough  of  therefore  can- 

Hichmond,  in   Yorkshire.      He  called   upon  the  persons  upon  to  shew 

^pmst  whom  the  application  was  directed  to  shew  cause  ^r"t^fng"ance 

'vthe  first  instance,  as  ten  days'  notice  had  been  given  to  against  a  rule 

^hem  under  stat.  6  &  7  f^ict.  c.  89,  s.  5  (6).  ^^tion  in  the 

nature  of  a 
(6)  That  section  is  as  follovrs  :  ed,  that  from  and  after  the  passing  quo  warranto. 
"^Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  of  this  act  in  all  cases  of  intended 
"^der  certain  proceedings  by  way  application  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
o^qao  warranto  and  mandamus,  so  Bench,  either  for  a  mandamus  to 
far  as  tbey  affect  corporate  offices  proceed  to  an  election  of  any  cor- 
in  borooghsy  more  summary  and  porate  officer  or  officers  in  any  of 
(ipeditions ;  be  it  therefore  enact-      the  aforesaid  boroughs,  or  for  any 
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Knowles  contrsi  contended  that  he  was  not  obliged  to 
shew  cause  in  the  first  instance,  as  the  section  applied  only 
to  *'  corporate  oiEcers,**  and  the  present  rule  was  applied 
for  against  burgesses,  who  are  merely  the  class  out  of  which 
corporate  officers  are  elected. 


J.  Addison  in  reply.  A  burgess  is  a  corporate  officer, 
and  it  is  on  that  very  ground  that  quo  warranto  lies  against 
a  burgess. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — A  burgess  is  not  a  *'  corporate 
officer"  within  this  act.  That  is  no  reason  why  quo  war- 
ranto should  not  lie  against  him  as  the  holder  of  a  franchise. 
But  the  persons  contemplated  by  the  section  of  the  act  are 
those  who  are  connected  with  the  governing  part  of  the 
corporation. 

Patteson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  nisi  accordingly. 


information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  against  any  person  dam" 
ing  to  be  a  corporate  officer  of  and 
in  any  of  the  said  boroughs,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  party  intending 
to  make  such  application  to  give 
notice  in  writing  thereof  to  the 
party  to  be  aflfected  thereby  at  any 
time  not  less  than  ten  days  before 
the  day  in  the  said  notice  specified 
for  making  such  application,  in 
which  notice  shall  be  set  forth  the 


name  and  description  of  the  party  IC 

by  whom  such  applicadon  will  be  ^ 

made,  together  with  a  statement  of  '^  * 

the  grounds   thereof,  and  at  the  ^ 

same  time   to  deliver  with  such  ^ 

notice  a  copy  of  the    affidaviu  ^ 

whereby   the  application   will  be  ^ 

supported,  and  thereupon  it  shall  ^' 

be  lawful  for  the  said  last-men-  " 

tioned  party  to  shew  cause  in  the  ^ 
first  instance  against  such  applica- 
tion." 
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The  Queen  v.  Thompson.  Saturday, 

January  20th, 

iJi  Trinity  Term  last  a  rule   was  made  absolute  in  this  The  town 

Court  for  a  certiorari,  under  stal.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  J^J^^^fuSd^r 

»'  44,  to  remove  a  certain  order  of  the  town  council  of  the  the  Municipal 

borough  of  Stamford,  directing  197/.  19«.  Sd.,  the  amount  Act^1^6° 

of  the  expenses  incurred  in  defence  of  certain  constables  of  WH^'^f  c.76), 
,  .  ...  to  order  the 

ifle  borough  against  a  certam  mdictment  for  an  assault,  to  expenses  of 

be  paid  out  of  the  borough  fund.  *"  S  a*?^' 

The  assault  in  question  was  alleged  to  have  been  com-  rough  consta- 

initted  by  the  constables  while  they  were  acting  as  consta-  ou^t  o^  the'bo- 

bles  in  the  apprehension  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Cook,    rough  fund. 

The  order  having  been  removed  into  this  Court,  the  watch 

committee 
xTTi'  .  .        might,  under 

Whitehurst  now  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  for  quashing  sect.  B%  make 

the  order,  and  contended  that  the  payment  in  question  was  juSj|j^"to^^^^ 
^  legitimate  application  of  the  borough  fund  by  the  town  approbation  of 
council,  under  sections  6  and  92  of  the  Municipal  Corpo-     *  counci . 
niion  Act  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76).     [Coleridge  J.  The  92d 
section  does  not  say  who  is  to  apply  the  fund,  but  merely 
mentions   the   purposes    to   which  it  is   to   be   applied.] 
Unless  the  watch  committee  alone  are  authorised  to  direct 
such  a  payment  under  section  82,  it  may  properly  be  di- 
rected by  the  town  council,  who  are  the  governing  body  of 
the  borough. 

J,  J.  Stephens  contr^.  The  watch  committee  alone  have 
jurisdiction  to  direct  such  a  payment,  under  the  express 
words  of  section  82,  which  enacts,  "  That  the  treasurer  of 
every  borough  appointed  under  this  act  shall  pay  to  the  con- 
stables of  such  borough  appointed  under  this  act  such  sala- 
ries, wages  and  allowances,  and  at  such  periods,  as  the  watch 
committee  for  such  borough  shall,  subject  to  the  approba- 
tion of  the  council,  direct,  and  the  council  shall  order  to  be 
paid  also  any  extraordinary  expenses  which  such  persons 
shall  appear  to  have  necessarily  incurred  in  apprehending 
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1844.  offenders  and  executing  the  orders  of  any  justice  of  the 
peace  having  jurisdiction  within  such  borough,  such  ex- 
penses having  been  first  examined  and  approved  by  such 
Thompson,  justice;  and  the  said  treasurer  shall  also  pay  such  further 
sums  as  the  watch  committee  shall,  subject  to  the  appro* 
bation  of  the  council,  award  to  any  of  the  persons  belonging 
to  the  said  constabulary  force,  as  a  reward  for  extraordinary 
diligence  or  exertion,  or  as  a  compensation  for  wounds  or 
severe  injuries  received  in  the  performance  of  their  duty, 
or  as  an  allowance  to  such  of  them  as  shall  be  disabled  by 
bodily  injury  received,  or  shall  be  worn  out  by  length  of 
service,  and  all  other  charges  and  expenses  which  the  watch 
committee  shall,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the  council, 
direct  to  be  paid  for  the  purposes  of  the  constabulary  force 
under  this  act."  The  payment  in  question  would  come 
under  the  words  ''  all  other  charges"  for  the  purpose  of  the 
constabulary  force,  in  the  concluding  part  of  the  section. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.— I  am  of  opinion  that  this  order 
cannot  be  supported.  It  is  true  that  section  92  gives  large 
powers  to  the  town  council,  but  it  does  not  interfere  with 
the  particular  provisions  as  to  particular  powers  in  other 
parts  of  the  act.  The  82d  section  gives  particular  direc- 
tions with  respect  to  charges  like  those  now  under  con- 
sideration. We  agree  that,  under  the  last  part  of  this  sec- 
tion, these  charges  might  have  been  directed  to  be  paid  by 
the  watch  committee,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the 
town  council.  It  may  appear  that  this  is  a  technical  ob- 
jection, but  I  think  it  of  importance  that  each  body  of  the 
corporation  should  know  the  extent  of  its  own  power  and 
responsibility,  and  should  not  go  beyond  it. 

Patteson  J. — I  entirely  agree.  If  an  order  had  been 
made  for  payment  of  these  expenses  in  the  first  instance, 
it  should  have  been  done  under  the  82d  section. 

CoLEAiDGE  J. — The  82d  section  seems  drawn  with  re- 
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fereoce  to  the  76th,  under  which  the  town  council  appoints         1844. 
the  watch  committee,  and  the  watch  committee  appoints 
^e  constables.     Then  comes  the  82d  section,  which  says, 
first,  that  the  watch  committee  shall  direct  payment  of  the     Thompson. 
salaries  to  the  constables,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the 
council;  then,  secondly,  the  council  (without  the  inter- 
ference of  the  watch  committee)  shall  order  payment  of 
tie  extraordinary  expenses  incurred  by  constables  in  appre- 
liending  offenders,  and  executing  the  orders  of  any  justice, 
such  expenses  having  been  first  examined  and  approved  by 
such  justice ;  thirdly,  the  watch  committee  are  put  forward 
again  as  the  moving  body,  and  they  may,  subject  to  the 
approbation  of  the  council,  order  rewards  to  constables  for 
extraordinary  services,  and  payment  of  all  other  charges  for 
the  purposes  of  the  constabulary  force  under  the  act.     If 
the  order  of  things  pointed  out  in  this  section  were  to  be 
reversed,  the  watch  committee,  who  might  be  a  very  small 
number,  might  be  overborne  by  the  council.     It  is  impor- 
tant that  the  responsibility  should  rest  where  the  legislature 
has  cast  it. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — Assuming  these  expenses  to  be  payable 
out  of  the  borough  fund,  if  a  proper  order  is  made  for  the 
payment,  is  that  order  to  be  made  by  the  town  council,  or 
by  the  watch  committee  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the 
Council?     The  9^  section  gives  no  direct  authority  to  any 
one,  but  merely  describes  the  purposes  to  which  the  fund 
&hall  be  applied.     But  by  the  82d  section  the  watch  com- 
Qiittee  have  authority,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the 
council,  to  direct  payment  of  ''  all  other  charges  and  ex- 
penses^' of  the  constabulary  force.     Assuming  that  the 
expenses  in  this  case  should  be  paid  out  of  the  borough 
fund,  it  seems  clear  that  the  order  should  be  made  by  the 
Watch  committee  with  the  approbation  of  the  council,  for 
tke  constables  are  under  the  management  of  the  watch 
committee,  as  my  brother  Coleridge  has  observed,  and,  if 
the  council  could  make  such  an  order,  they  might  make  it 
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in  the  teeth  of  the  watch  committee,  who  could  best  judge 
_  of  its  propriety. 

^^  Rule  absolute. 

Thompson. 


Tuesday,  The  Queen  v.  Morten. 

January  SOth     _. 

An  order  of       W HITEHURST  moved  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  an 

under^utTsQ  ^^^^  made  bj  two  justices  of  Derbyshire  in  petty  sessions, 

Geo.  3,  c.  19,    on  the  15th  December  last,  whereby  the  said  Morten  was 

son  to  pay  one  ordered  to  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 

entire  sum        Chapel  en  le  Frith,  in  the  said  county,  weekly  and  every 
weekly  for  the  *  ...  i.  ^        '  j  i      i 

maintenance     week  from  that  time,  the  sum  of  &.,  for  and  towards  the 

^^  ndcWldren  "^^^^f  *"^  maintenance  of  Mary  Morten,  Joseph  Morten, 
so  lone  as  they  and  Sarah  Jane  Morten,  his  grandchildren,  for  and  during 
chargeable  to  ^^  ^^°S  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^y  should  be  chargeable  to  the  said 
their  oarish,  parish,  or  until  he  should  be  lawfully  ordered  to  the  con- 
trary. 

Whitehurst  made  several  objections  to  the  order.  [Cole- 
ridge  J.  Is  not  the  order  objectionable  for  ordering  one 
entire  sum  to  be  paid  for  all  the  children,  so  long  as  they 
are  all  chargeable  ?] 

Humfrey^  who  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance,  con- 
tended that  the  order  was  good  so  long  as  all  the  grandchil- 
dren should  continue  to  be  chargeable,  and  that  when  any 
one  of  them  ceased  to  be  so  the  order  would  drop. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  thmk  the  order  should  have 
adjudicated  as  to  each  of  them  separately. 

Pattkson  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  com-  ^^^'''^'''^^^q 

^^itted  before  two  magistrates  of  the  county  of  Stafford,  on  31.  against  a 

^fce  hearing  by  them  of  an  Information  preferred  by  Sir  ?J^'^jn^pare,^t 

^^smld  Motley  against  one  Robinson,  for  a  trespass  in  pur-  of  game,  after 
^  _  •     ,  stating  the 

s  ^11  of  game.  particulars  of 

-At  the  trial  before  Williams  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes,  ^he  trespass, 
<>  proceeded 

s  ^  appeared   that  the  perjury  was  charged  to  have  been  thas,  <<And 

^^^mmitted  on  the  hearing  of  Robinson's  case,  which  origin-  the  ?aid  infor- 
^   °  ^  ^        roation  having 

^^ited  in  the  following  information,  taken  under  stat.  6  Sc  7  been  alsove- 

" Staffordshire. )      Be  it  remembered,  that  within  three  W.  A."  the 
5      ,     ^  ,        r         L  saidSirO.JW. 

to  wit.         )  calendar  months  after  the  commission  p^y^  for  a 

^^M  the  offence  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  sanjmons 

-^  i.  f  •  »  Ti  against  the 

^^  3iy  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843,  at  Rolleston,  accused  party. 

i  M^  the  said  county,  Sir  Oswald  Mosley,  of  Rolleston,  in  the  ed'ule°sf"a.''" 

^^d  county.  Baronet,  a  credible  witness,  in  his  own  proper  turesof  SirO. 

*^^r8on  Cometh  before  me,  William  Fawkener  Chetwynd,  and  the  infor-' 

^^^"^e  of  the  justices  of  our  Lady  the  present  Queen  assigned  mation  con- 
•:  -      I  I  r  •iTiiz-i  ir      eluded  thus, 

^^^keep  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  in  and  for  «  Exhibited 

'^e  said  county,  and  also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felo-  by  Sir  O.  M,, 
"^-,^  ^  and  sworn  be- 

^^  ^es,  trespasses  and  other  misdemeanors  done  and   com-  fore  me  the 


lilted  within  the  said  county,  and  now  giveth  me  the  said  ^^^ '^'Jfhfch "^^ 

•^  ^astice  to  understand  and  be  informed  that  Richard  Robin^  was  signed  by 

'^<^;i,  of  the  parish  of  Tutbury,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  trate?^^**" 

^*  id,  on  the  1 1th  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord    ,.^5^^*>®' 
"%  «^A  I  •  1      r  r»    11  -1  -I  ^"'®  informa- 

^  «43,  at  the  parish  of  Kolleston,  in  the  said  county,  un-  tion  did  not 

*^wfully  commit  a  certain  trespass,  by  entering  in  the  day  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^ 

''  .  .  charge  con- 

vime  of  the  same  day  upon  a  certain  close  of  land  in  the  tained  in  it 

possession  and  occupation  of  Thomas  Warren  there  situate,  g^^^  j°j,y 

W,  A,f  as  the 
ix^eaning  of  **  verified  the  information*'  was  equivocal,  and  it  was  not  clear  that  the 
^ord  **  sworn"  at  the  end  applied  to  him ;  and  therefore  that  the  accused  party  could 
001  be  summoned  under  stat.  6  &  7  Will,  4,  c.  65,  s.  9,  which  dispenses  with  an  oath  by 
tbe  informer,  *' provided  that, before  any  proceedings  shall  be  taken  on  such  information, 
either  for  summoning  the  puny  accused  or  compelling  his  appearance  to  answer  the  same, 
tbe  charge  contained  in  such  information  shall  be  deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  some  other 
person  or  persons,*'  &c. 
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in  pursuit  of  game,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  said  sta- 
tute the  said  Richard  Robin$on  has  forfeited  a  sum  of  money 
not  exceeding  two  pounds,  to  be  applied  as  the  said  statute 
directs. 

^*  And  the  said  information  having  been  also  verified 
upon  the  oath  of  William  Atkinson,  of  Rolleston,  gardener, 
another  credible  witness,  before  me  the  said  justice, 
**  whereupon  the  said  Sir  Oswald  Mosley  prays  that  the 
said  Richard  Robinson  may  be  forthwith  summoned  to 
appear  before  one  of  the  said  justices  to  answer  the  said 
information  and  make  his  defence  thereto. 
^'  Exhibited  by  Sir  O.  Mosley  Oswald  Mosley, 

before  me  the  day  and  year  Wm.  Atkinson.** 

first  above  written, 

W.  F.  Chetwyndr 

It  appeared  that  Atkinson  was  sworn  to  the  truth  of  the 
charge  contained  in  the  information  of  Sir  O.  Mosley,  and 
then  that  Robinson  was  summoned  to  appear  before  two 
magistrates,  and  that  the  peijtiry  in  question  was  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  by  the  defendant  on  the  hearing  of 
the  case  against  Robinson*  The  above  information  was 
put  in  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution.  It  was  objected  that 
this  information  did  not  shew  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magistrates  who  heard  the  charge  had  properly  attached, 
under  stat.  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  66,  s.  9  {o)»  as  it  did  not  appear 


(a)  The  section  is  as  follows : — 
"  And  whereas  by  an  act  passed  in 
the  first  and  second  years  of  the 
reign  of  his  present  majesty,  inti- 
tuled '  An  Act  Co  amend  the  Laws 
in  England  relative  to  Game,'  it  is 
enacted,  that  where  any  person 
shall  be  charged  on  the  oath  of  a 
credible  witness  with  any  offence 
punishable  upon  summary  convic- 
tion by  virtue  of  the  said  last  men- 
tioned act,  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  justice  may  summon 
the  party  charged  to  appear  before 


himself  or  any  one  or  two  justices 
of  the  peace,  as  the  case  may  re- 
quire, at  a  time  and  place  to  be 
named  in  such  summons,  and  if 
such  party  shall  not  appear  accord- 
ingly*  then  the  justice  or  justices 
may  proceed  in  the  case  in  the 
manner  directed  by  the  said  act; 
and  it  is  expedient  to  explain  and 
amend  the  said  enactment  as  here- 
inafter mentioned ;  be  it  therefore 
enacted  and  declared,  that  apoa 
any  information  made  or  exhibited 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
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^at,  before  any  proceeding  was  taken  upon  the  informa- 
tion, the  truth  of  the  charge  made  bj  the  informer  had 
'>ceo  '^  deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  some  other  person."    On 
^bis  point  the  defendant  had  leave  to  move  to  enter  the 
'^^^rdict  for  him.     Verdict  for  the  crown. 

Talfowrd  Serjt.,  in  the  Michaelmas  Term  following,  ob- 
^  ^oed  a  rule  nisi  accordingly  (a). 
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Sir  F.  Pollock  A.  G.,  Whateley  and  Greaves  now  shewed 
r  suae.  It  appeared  by  the  evidence  dehors  the  information 
^^M  Atkinson  did  swear  to  the  truth  of  the  charge  contained 
Ki  the  information,  and  it  is  not  required  that  the  informa- 
wu  or  deposition  should  be  in  writing. 

Secondly,  the  information  itself  sufficiently  shews  that  At- 
dmon  swore  to  the  truth  of  the  charge.  The  word  ''  verified" 
Kews  that  he  verified  the  preceding  statement  of  the  in- 
CDrmer;  and  the  word  **  sworn,"  which  clearly  does  not 
f  ply  to  the  informer,  shews  that  Atkimon  verified  on  oath. 
le  jurisdiction  therefore  was  complete,  so  that  the  pro- 
ceding  was  a  judicial  proceeding,  in  which  perjury  might 
^<  committed. 


Tal/ourd  Seijt.  contrd  (with  whom  were  M.  D.  Hill  and 
^^ray).  The  unsworn  information  by  one  person,  and  the 
--^^timony  upon  oath  of  another,  were  conditions  precedent 
--^D  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  to  institute  the  pro- 
^^eding.  The  phrase  '*  the  information  having  been  veri- 
^ed''  may  mean  merely  that  Jtkimon  verified  the  authenti- 


^^^j  such  o£Fence  as  aforesaid,  it 

^^lall  not  be  necessary  that  the 

^^^iirge  contuoed  in  sach  informa- 

^on  should  be  made  on  the  oath 

^^f  the  infonner  or  prosecutor  in 

^Qch  case;   provided  that  before 

^ny  proceeding  shall  be  bad  or 

taken  opon  sach  iaformation,either 

for  summoning  the  party  accused 

or  compelling  his  appearance  to 

aoswer  the  same,  the  charge  con- 


tained in  such  information  shall 
be  deposed  to  on  the  oath  of  some 
other  person  or  persons,  being  a 
credible  witness  or  credible  wit- 
nesses." 

(a)  He  also  obtained  other  rules 
upon  other  points,  but  the  point 
reported  is  the  only  one  on  which 
the  Court  pronounced  any  judg- 
ment. 
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city  of  the  information  by  proving  the  informant's  signature. 
(He  was  then  stopped.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  jurisdiction  was  defective, 
for  it  does  not  appear  from  this  instrument  that  i4/A:/;i5an 
was  sworn  to  the  truth  of  the  charge  before  the  proceeding 
was  entered  upon.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  construe  this 
instrument  to  mean  that  Atkinson  deposed  on  oath  to  the 
matters  required  by  the  statute. 

Patteson  J. — The  statute  requires  that  an  informa- 
tion should  be  laid  in  the  first  instance^  and  that  afterwards, 
before  a  summons  can  issue  against  the  accused  party, 
there  should  be  a  distinct  deposition  on  oath  by  a  credible 
witness  as  to  the  truth  of  the  charge  contained  in  the  infor- 
mation. The  sworn  witness  must  pledge  himself  to  certain 
facts.  There  is  no  such  thing  here.  The  language  of  the 
instrument  seems  to  be  that  of  Sir  O.  Mosley  in  the  first 
instance*  and  of  the  magistrates  in  the  second. 

WiLUAMS  J. — ^The  whole  question  is,  whether  it  appears 
in  this  case  that  there  was  any  judicial  proceeding,  so  that 
a  person  giving  false  testimony  in  the  course  of  it  could  be 
guilty  of  perjury.  The  statute  clearly  requires  that  there 
should  be  the  evidence  of  some  witness  on  oath,  after  the 
information  has  been  laid.  This  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  the  case  here,  for  what  is  said  about  Jthinson  verifying 
would  be  satisfied  if  he  merely  verified  the  authenticity  of 
the  information. 


Coleridge  J. — We  are  bound  to  see  that  the  conditions 
precedent  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  to  enter 
upon  this  proceeding  have  been  complied  with.  I  cannot 
see  that  the  charge  contained  in  the  information  was  de- 
posed to  on  oath  before  the  party  accused  was  summoned 
to  appear  before  them. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Ireland  v.  Berry.  _  Saturday, 

^  January  ^7th, 

•OARSTOfV,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  The  writ  of 

to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  respondendum 

out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Somerset  under  stat.  1 

...  .    .  &  2  Vict.  c. 

^  to  this  action,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  not  de    ]  iq,  ig  not  a 

dared  against  him  before  the  end  of  the  term  next  after  *^*P  ^°  i|^®  . 
,  **  action,  but  is 

(be  an^est.  altogether  col- 

The  defendant  had  been  arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  plain-  where 'there- 
tiff  io  July  last.  fore,  a  defend- 
ant is  arrested 
under  such  a 

M.  Smith  now  shewed  cause.      The  rule  of  Trin.  T.  3  Y^'.^*^Y"*«^ 
^Ui  4,  was  founded  on  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act^   Will.  4,  re- 
*^y  which  a  capias  ad  respondendum  was  one  of  the  writs  ^f**" ?^ff  «}„ 
^^ed  out  for  the  purpose  of  commencing  an  action.     But  such  process'' 
•^^w,  since  the  passing  of  stat.  1  &  2  Fict.  c.  110,  s.  2,  ^fore^fh^end 
^     writ  of  summons  is  the  only  writ  by  which  an  action  of  next  term 
^^^n  be  commenced.     The  capias,  therefore,  is  no  longer  arrest,  is  no 
Recommencement  of. the  cause  nor  any  step  in  it,  for  by  longer appli- 
^^ction  5  the  writ  may  be  sued  out  at  any  time  after  the 
^.^^^^mmencement  of  the  action  and  before  final  judgment. 
""^    DC  writ  is  altogether  collateral  to  the  action  for  the  pur- 
*^^8e  of  securing  the  debt  in  case  the  plaintiff  should  suc- 
^^^ed.     Thus,  where  a  defendant  has  been  arrested  and 
^^  ^?en  bail  to  the  sheriff  under  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  does 
^^  ^)t  now  by  declaring  in  chief  waive  his  right  to  attach  the 
^^eriff  for  not  bringing  in  the  body  :  Reg  v.  The  Sheriff  of 
ontgomeryshireia).     So  he  may,  after  taking  an  assign- 
lent  of  the  bail  bond,  proceed  in  the  action  without  losing 
^^^is  right  to  sue  the  bail:  Beits  v.  Smj/th  (b)  stnd  Edev, 
^   ^llingridge  (f).     The  defendant  may  enter  an  appearance 
^^%d  compel  the  plaintiff  to  go  on,  just  as  if  there  had  been 
^^^  arrest. 

^  (a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  388.  (c)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  764. 

^  (6)  8  Q.  B.  118 ;  &  C.  1  G.  &  D.  284. 
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Barstow  contr^  contended  that  the  new  law  of  arrest 
was  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  subsisting  rules, 
except  where  they  had  been  expressly  abrogated,  and  that 
the  obligation  to  the  plaintiff  to  declare,  under  pain  of  non 
pros,  before  the  end  of  the  term  next  after  appearance,  was 
not  sufficiently  stringent  to  protect  a  prisoner  against  vexa- 
tious delay  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  He  referred  also 
to  Lushes  edition  of  the  statute  above  cited. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
bis  discharge.  The  capias  ad  respondendum  under  the  late 
act  is  not  process  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  relied 
upon. 

Patteson  J. — The  rule  does  not  apply.  It  may  be 
said  the  Court  should  make  a  rule,  but  I  doubt  whether  a 
debtor  about  to  leave  the  country  is  entitled  to  indulgence. 

WiGHTBfAN  J. — ^The  writ  is  entirely  collateral  to  the 
action  and  the  rule  does  not  apply. 

Rule  discharged. 


END  OF  HILARY  TERM. 


HILARY  VACATION,  VII  VICT. 


HILARY  VACATION. 


Evans  v.  Harlow.  Thursday, 

Feb.  8th. 

^IBEL     For  that  whereas  before  and  at   the   time  of  A  declaration 

committing  the  grievaDces  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plain-  i[\^]  averred 

tiff  was  and  still  is  an  engineer  and  millwrieht,   and  the  that  the  plain- 
»  J       J  •      •  r  •  •        •  .         tiflF  was  an 

trade  and  business  of  an  engineer  and  millwright  exercised  eni^ineer  and 

*nd  carried  on  with  credit  and   reputation,  and   thereby  [|J'J['|h"^|ia8 

acquired  divers  great  gains ;  and  also  was  and  still  is  the  the  inventor 

^ole  inventor,  author  or  proprietor^  of  a  new  and  original  ^a  §681211^ for 

design  for  modelling  or  casting  or  making  impressions  on  modelling arti- 

^^cles  of  manufacture  of  metals,  or  mixed  metals,  which  ^h^t  |,e  y^^^  * 

*^id  design  had  never  been  published  before  the  registration  ^,^}y  registered 
•.m         ri-i-  •         1  11  i--rr  ^his  design; 

^^ereof  as    hereinafter  mentioned ;   and    the    plaintin,  so  that  he  pub- 

^^iog  such  inventor,  author  and  proprietor,  before  the  pub-  ^  ^®*^  , 
^^ation  of  the  said  design,  and  before  the  committing  the  published  and 
^^d  grievances,  and  after  the  first  day  of  July,  1839,  to  arlfcltn^ma- 
^^^itjon  the  12th  of  August,  1842,  duly  registered  the  said  nufactureon 
^^ign,  and  himself,  the  plaintiff,  as  the  proprietor  of  the  used;  that  the 
^^me,  with  Frederick  Beckford  Lons,  then  being  the  plaintiff  had  on 
^^  .  r    .     •  i.  .  ,  r  r  ,     »«*«  articles 

^gistrar  of  designs  for  articles    of  manufacture,   accord-  called  **  self- 
acting  tallow 
I  siphons  and 

^^l>ricators ;"  that  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  published  in  a  newspaper  of  and 
^^^^icemingthe plaintiff"m  his  trade,  and  of  and  concerning  the  articles,  the  following  libel. 
^*^be  declaration  then  set  out  the  libel,  of  which  these  are  the  material  parts  :  ''This  is  to 
,^^ntion  parties  employing  steam  power  from  a  person  "  ^meaning  the  plaintiff)  "offering 
^^Imt  he  calls  self-acting  tallow  syphons,  or  lubricators'*  (meaning  the  said  designs  and 
^^e  said  articles,  &c.)  "  Rohert  Harlem,*'  (meaning  himself  the  defendant,)  ''  brass- 
»^^«inder,  takes  this  opportunity  of  saying  that  he  has  to  offer  an  improved  lubricator.  Sec, 
J^liose  who  have  already  adopted  the  lubricators"  (meaning  the  said  design  of  the  plain- 
_.  ^^  and  the  said  articles,  Sec)  ^  against  which  R.  H.  would  caution,  will  find  that  the 

^Jlow  is  wasted,  instead  of  being  effectually  employed  as  professed.^ 
^^  Betd bud  on  general  demurrer;  there  being  nothing  to  connect  the  libel  with  the 
^2^1ier  inducements  in  the  declaration,  and  the  words  themselves  importing  no  more 
^•an  a  caution  against  the  goods,  not  an  imputation  on  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the 
^^feodant  did  not  by  demurring  admit  that  the  words  were  published  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously of  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  a  libel. 


VOL.  I. — D.  M.  L  L 
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ing  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pra 
vided ;  that  the  said  design  was  then  duly  numbered  in  the 
register  according  to  the  said  statute,  to  wit,  numberec 
1402;  and  the  plaintiff,  after  and  from  the  time  of  sucF 
registration  until  committing  the  said  grievances,  and  front 
thence  hitherto,  published  the  said  design,  and  published 
manufactured  and  sold  divers  articles  of  manufacture  or 
which  said  design  was  used,  and  thereby  obtained  anc 
acquired  great  credit,  reputation,  and  profit,  and  ever} 
article  of  manufacture  so  published  by  him  the  plaintifl 
had  thereon  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  being  the  first  regis- 
tered proprietor  as  aforesaid,  the  number  of  the  design  ii 
the  register  as  aforesaid,  and  the  date  of  the  registratior 
thereof.  And  whereas,  before  and  at  the  time  of  com- 
mitting the  said  grievances,  the  plaintiff  had  sold  and  hac 
on  sale,  in  the  way  of  his  trade  and  business,  divers  large 
quantities  of  articles  and  goods,  called  self-acting  tallow 
syphons  or  lubricators,  and  thereby  honestly  acquired  divert 
great  gains ;  yet  the  defendant  well  knowing  the  premises^ 
but  contriving  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  afterwards,  and  withir 
three  years  from  the  registration  of  the  said  design,  to  wit 
on  the  first  day  of  July  in  the  year  1843,  falsely  anc 
maliciously  composed  and  published,  and  caused  to  be 
published  in  a  certain  public  newspaper,  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  the  way  of  his  saic 
trade  and  business,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  design 
and  the  plaintiff  as  the  inventor  and  proprietor  thereoi 
and  manufacturer  of  the  articles  with  the  said  design  thereon, 
and  of  and  concerning  the  said  articles  and  goods  whict 
the  plaintiff  had  so  sold  and  had  on  sale  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  plaintiff  as  the  seller  thereof,  a  false,  scandalous,  mali- 
cious, and  defamatory  libel,  containing,  amongst  othei 
things,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory,  and 
libellous  matter  following,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff, 
and  of  and  concerning  him  in  the  way  of  his  said  trade  and 
business,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  design,  and  the 
plaintiff  as  the  inventor  and  proprietor  thereof  and  manu- 
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factarer  of  the  articles  with  the  said  design  thereon,  and  of        1844. 
and  concerning  the  said  goods  and  articles  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  so  sold  and  had  on  sale  as  aforesaid,  and  the  plain- 
tiff as  the  seller  thereof,  that  is  to  say  :  ''This  is  to  caution 
parties  employing  steam  power  from  a  person"  (meaning 
the  plaintiff)  **  offering  what  he*'  (meaning  the  plaintiff) 
"calls  self-acting  tallow  syphons  or  lubricators,"  (meaning 
the  said  design,  and  meaning  the  said  goods  and  articles 
^hich  the  plaintiff  had  so  sold  and  had  on  sale  as  aforesaid,) 
*' stating  that  he"  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  "  is  the  sole  in- 
ventor, manufacturer,  and  patentee,  thereby  monopolizing 
fcigh  prices  at  the  expence  of  the  public.    Robert  Harlow!* 
C^aneaning  himself  the  defendant,)''  brassfounder,  Stockport, 
^akes  this  opportunity  of  saying  that  such  a  patent  does  not 
^^xist,  and  that  he"  (meaning  the  defendant)  ''  has  to  offer 
"^^.n  improved  lubricator,  which  dispenses  with  the  necessity 
"^•^-^f  using  more  than  one  to  a  steam  engine,  thereby  consti- 
"^  ^ting  a  saving  of  fifty  per  cent,  over  every  other  kind  yet 
^"""^ffered  to  the  public.     Those  who  have  already  adopted 
^  ^e  lubricator,  (meaning  the  said  design  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
^"^^-ieaning  the  goods  and  articles  which  the  plaintiff  had  sold 
^^  nd  had  on   sale  as  aforesaid,)  ''against  which    R,  iif." 
^-^Kneaning  himself  the  defendant)  ''  would  caution,  will  find 
^  %at  the  tallow   is    wasted   instead   of   being    effectually 
^^  mployed  as  professed."     By  means  of  which  premises  the 
^K^laintiff  was  greatly  injured  in  his  credit  and  reputation 
^^■id  circumstances,  and  was  prevented  from  selling  divers 
^^iticles  made  according  to  the  said  design,  and  also  divers 
^>f  the  said  other  articles  and  goods  which  he  might  and 
otherwise  would  have  sold,  and  was  thereby  prevented  from 
Acquiring  divers  great  gains,  which  he  might  and  otherwise 
^ould  have  acquired,  and  was  and  is  greatly  injured  in  the 
Way  of  his  said  trade  and  business  and  otherwise. 
General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 
The  Court  called  on 


f 


U.  V.  Richards  to  support  the  declaration.     The  sub- 
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Stance  of  the  allegations  is,  that  the  defendant  published 
this  libel  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  tradesman,  respecting  him  and 
respecting  certain  goods  which  he  then  had  on  his  hands 
for  sale,  and  that  he  was  thereby  prevented  from  ^selling 
such  goods.  That  is  sufficient^  without  special  damage* 
on  the  authority  of  Harmon  v.  Delany  {a).  The  libel  there 
was  an  advertisement  in  the  following  words,  ''  Whereas 
there  was  an  account  in  the  Craftsman,  of  John  Harman^ 
gunsmith,  making  guns  of  two  feet,  six  inches,  to  exceed 
any  made  by  others  of  a  foot  longer,  (with  whom  it  is  sup- 
posed he  is  in  fee,)  this  is  to  advise  all  gentlemen  to  be 
cautious,  the  said  gunsmith  not  daring  to  engage  with  any 
artist  in  town,  nor  ever  did  make  such  an  experiment, 
(except  out  of  a  leather  gun,)  as  any  gentleman  may  be 
satisfied  at  the  Cross  Guns  in  Long  Acre."  It  was  moved 
in  arrest  of  judgment  that  this  is  no  libel,  and  that  if  one 
tradesman  will  pretend  to  be  a  greater  artist  than  others,  it 
is  lawful  for  them  to  support  their  own  credit  in  the  same 
way.  Et  per  Cur. :  That  is  certainly  so,  and  if  the  defendant 
has  gone  no  farther,  he  would  not  have  been  chargeable, 
they  might  advertise  that  they  make  as  good  as  he,  but  they 
ought  not  to  say  he  is  no  artist,  which  they  plainly  do  by 
saying  he  dares  not  engage  with  any  artist,  and  by  advising 
gentlemen  to  be  cautious  of  him:  the  law  has  always  been 
very  tender  of  the  reputation  of  tradesmen,  and  therefore 
words  spoken  of  them  in  the  way  of  their  trade  will  bear 
an  action,  that  will  not  be  actionable  in  the  case  of  another  ' 
person."  Words  spoken  of  a  tradesman,  as  such,  are 
actionable,  which  otherwise  would  not  be  so  :  Jones  v«  • 
Littler  (c).  In  Ingram  v.  Lawson{d\  a  statement  in  a. 
newspaper,  that  a  ship  of  which  plaintiff  was  owner  and. 
master  was  not  seaworthy,  and  that  Jews  had  bought  her 
to  carry  out  convicts,  was  held  to  be  a  libel  on  the  plaintiff^ 
in  bis  trade  and  business,  and,  as  such,  actionable  without 
special  damage.    ''  The  libel,"  said  Maule  J., ''  is  an  im- 


(a)  2  Stra.  898 ;  S.  C.  Fitzgib- 
bon,  121,  253. 


(c)  7  M.  &  W.  423. 
id)  6  Bing,  N.  C.  212. 
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puUtion  on  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  of  a  shipowner  and 
master  mariner,  and   not   a  mere   disparagement   of  the 
qualities  of  his  ship."    There  is  also  here  a  sufficient  state- 
ment of  special  damage ;  it  is  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was 
prevented  from  selling  divers  articles;  it  was   impossible 
that  he  could  name  the   parties  who  had  abstained  from 
buying,  as  it  has  been  held  necessary  to  do  where  a  trades- 
man complains  of  having  lost  his  customers ;  and  therefore 
the  principle  of  Hartley  v.  Herring  (a)  applies,  where  it 
was  held  enough  to  state  that  a  dissenting  minister  had 
been  forsaken  by  many  of  his  congregation,  in  consequence 
of  a  false  charge  of  misconduct,  without  naming  them. 
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Baddeley  contrd.    The  declaration  in  this  case  does  not 
shew  that  the  words  are  actionable  at  all.  They  are  not  suffi- 
ciently connected  with  the  plaintiff.   There  is  no  averment, 
and  DO  colloquium,  shewing  that  the  defendant  intended  to 
■'efer  to  any  thing  but  the  design.    In  Harman  v.  Delany  (6), 
^^  the  declaration  is  not  reported,  we  do  not  know  what  aver^ 
^^ents  or  innuendoes  there  may  have  been  connecting  the 
^^ords  with  the  plaintiff.      Here  there  is  not  even  an  allega- 
^on  that  plaintiff  manufactured  the  goods.     If  words  are 
^^uivocal  in  themselves,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  shew  by 
Extrinsic  averment  to  what  they  apply.     As   they   stand, 
^ley  simply  amount  to  a  criticism  on  the  plaintiff's  goods, 
^n  this  respect  a  trader  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  an 
^Wist,  or  a  literary  man :  Thompson  v.  Shackell  (c).    There 
^9  also  no  allegation  that  the  defendant  intended  to  injure 
^he  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  trade  :  Sweetapple  v.  Jesse  (d), 
^ngle  v.  Alexander  (e),  Kelly  v.  Partington^/),  Goldstein  v. 
fots{g\  Forbes  v.  King  (A).     The  statement  as  it  stands  in 
Uie  declaration  amounts  to  a  simple  caution  to  the  public : 


(a)  8  T.  R.  130. 
(6)  S  Stra.  898. 
(c)  Moo.  &  M.  187. 
((0  5  B.  &  Ad.  27 ;  5.  C.  2 
N.  &  M.  36. 
(0  7Biog.  119;  5.  C.  4  M.  & 


P.  170. 

(/)  5  B.  &  Ad.  645;  S.  C.  2 
N.  &  M.  460. 

(g)  6B.  &C.  154;  S.C.  9  D. 
&  R.  197. 

(A)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  672. 
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1844.  Delany  v.  Jones  (a),  Siockley  v.  Clement  (6).  If  the  action 
is  to  be  considered  as  brought  in  respect  of  any  imputation, 
exceeding  the  bounds  of  fair  criticism,  on  the  plaintiff's 
goods,  then  special  damage  ought  to  have  been  averred : 
Malachy  v.  Soper{c).  In  Ingram  v.  Lawson{d),  the  language 
of  BosanquetJ.  is, ''  The  substantial  question  for  the  Court 
is,  whether  this  publication  was  a  libel  on  the  plaintiff  in 
his  business  of  master  mariner  and  shipowner*  or  merely 
amounted  to  a  disparagement  of  the  qualities  of  his  ship ; 
if  it  were  merely  the  latter,  then,  as  there  is  no  allegation 
of  special  damage,  nothing  could  be  recovered." 

R.  V.  Richards  in  reply.  The  want  of  an  averment  that 
the  goods  were  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff  is  immaterial; 
it  is  equally  libellous^  and  equally  injurious,  to  charge  him 
with,  having  on  sale  a  stock  of  goods  which  he  has  falsely 
pretended  to  be  valuable,  as  with  having  manufactured 
them.  If  any  innuendoes  are  unsupported,  they  may  be 
rejected  as  surplusage,  and  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  if  what 
remains  is  libellous :  Harvey  v.  French  (e).  As  to  th& 
want  of  sufficient  innuendo  to  connect  the  words  with  thi 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  has  admitted  that  they  were  writte^ 
''  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff"  by  demurring. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  the  averments 
this  declaration  render  the  matter  complained  of  libelloi 
The  defendant  is  charged  with  having  said  that  the  plaint 
falsely  stated  that  he  was  patentee  of  a  certain  article,  ai 
that  such  a  patent  does  not  exist.     There  is  no  averme 
either  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  so  state,  or  that  the  pate 
does  exist.     The  defendant  is  also  charged  with   havii 
published  to  the  world  that  certain  articles  sold  by  the  plafi 
tiff,  called  "lubricators,"  would  not  serve  the  purpose  C^^or 
which  they  were  intended.     Such  an  attack  is  no  more  th^^^ 

(a)  4  Esp.  191.  (rf)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  212. 

{h)  4  Bing.  162.  (<?)  1  Cr.  &  M.  11. 

(f)  3Bing.  N.  C.  371. 
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1844.  But  OD  examination  it  seems  to  be  a  caution  against  the 
goods  only,  and  no  special  damage  is  averred.  To  main- 
tain an  action  for  such  an  injury^  it  was  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  that  he  was  prevented  from  selling  these 
goods  to  certain  named  persons. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — The  inducement  contains  four   preli- 
minary allegations :  I.  That  the  plaintiff  was  an  engineer; 
2.  That  he  was  the  inventor  and   proprietor  of  a   new 
design;  3.  That  he  had  duly  registered  this  design;  4.  That 
he  published  and  sold  divers  articles  of  manufacture  on 
which  the  design  was  used.     Then  comes  the  main  alle- 
gation^  that  he  had  on  sale  certain  self-acting  tallow  syphons, 
which  are  in  no  way  connected  with  the  design  of  which  he 
was  the  proprietor.     The  last  allegation  alone  has  anything 
to  do  with  the  words  charged  as  libellous.     The  declaration 
goes  on  to  state  that  the  defendant,  intending  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  (not ''  in  the  way  of  his  trade,")  published  the  words 
which  are  there  set  out.    The  part  of  these  which  relates 
to  the  patent  is  wholly  unconnected  with  that  about  the       ^^^ 
syphons.     As   to   these,  there  is  no   allegation   that  the  ^^^^ 
defendant  published  that  the  plaintiff  had  them  on  sale  "^^j 
.  knowing  that  they  would  not  answer  their  purpose.     Fr~*^    n 
anything  that  appears  in  the  advertisements*  the  plaint^i^^     fi 
might  have  had  them  on  sale  quite  unconscious  that  th^^^^y 
were  bad  articles.     This  distinguishes  the  case  from  Ha^^  ^^ 
man  v.  Delany  (a),  where  the  libellous  charge  was,  that  t  1^K':Be 
plaintiff  falsely  stated  that  he  had  made  them  to  answei —        a 
purpose  which  they  could  not  answer.     Therefore,  no  sp:^  •^- 
cial  damage  being  alleged,  the  declaration  is  insufficient. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  2  Stra.  89a 
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AsPDiN  V.  Austin.  „  Pnaoy, 

¥ehruanf9tK, 

Covenant.     For  that  whereas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  It  is  cove- 

the  £3rcl  day  of  September,  1841,  by  a  certain  agreement  and  agreed 

then  made  by  and  between  the  said  plaintiff  on  the  one  part,  ^^T^^'  m 

and  the  said  defendant  and  one  John  Seeley  of  the  other  shall  maDofac- 

part,  the  said  plaintiff  agreed  to  manufacture  for  the  use  of  ^^^^^f^^ 

the  said  defendant  and  the  said  J.  Seeley,  with  the  materials,  of  a  specified 

machinery  and   implements   to  be  provided   by  them,   a  ^^  gjjjj  p^- 

cement  equal  as  to  durability  and  lightness  of  colour  to  that  ^-  &  certaio 

theretofore  manufactured  by  the  father  of  the  said  plaintiff^  two  yean  from 

and  to  the  cement  used  in  the  figure  of  Father  Thames,  theagreemeot, 

.  .  **  and  another 

UieD  placed  in  the  exhibition  yard  at  No.  2,  Keppel  Row,  weekly  sum 

New  Road.      And  the  said   defendant  and   the  said  J.  St^^/„^ 

Seeleif^  on   the   condition  of  the  said   plaintiff  faithfully  shall  receive 

performing  the  aforesaid   engagement,   did  on  their  part  nership  mtdbe 

Promise  to  pay  unto  the  said  plaintiff  the  weekly  sum  of  hasiness  of 
^  I         .  .  manufactanng 

'^.  dunng  the  two  years  following  the  date  of  the  said  cement  at 

Agreement,  and  the  weekly  sum  of  5L  during  the  year  next  'J®  •"^  ®^ 
_M  ^ ,       ,  tliree  years  ^ 

^  t)llowing ;  and  they  did  thereby  also  promise  to  receive  and  that  ji. 

^im  into  partnership  with  them  afthe  expiration  of  three  ^  jn'Se™" 

-^^ears  from  the  execution  of  the  said  agreement,  and  to  artofroanu- 

^^dmit  him  to  a  third  share  of  the  trade  and  business  of  cement 

^^^lanufacturers  of  cement  at  Rotherhithe,  in  the  county  of     ^^^  ^^  . 
^^^  ...  action  brought 

^^urrey,  and  to  give  him  one-third  of  the  stock  and  fixtures  by  A,,  assign- 

'^here  at  the  time  of  his  so  entering  the  partnership,  the  JJ^^,*  **'**** 

^^mloe  of  which  third  share  should  not  exceed  666/.,  and  to  ment  that  B. 

^^Uow  him  a  salary  of  100/.  per  annum  as  manager  of  the  J^SSaiBcd 

^^OQcem,  over  and  above  his  share  of  profit  as  partner.  And  biin»  the  plain- 
-  ^  ,        _  .11  .   .  -  tiff,  from  his 

^t  was  thereby  agreed  that  the  opmion  of  two  competent  service,  and 

persons,  one  to  be  chosen  by  each  side,  and  an  arbitrator  ^^?^  manufco- 

.  tnnng  cement 

to  be  agreed  on  by  the  said  referees,  should  decide,  on  the  for  the  use  of 

the  defendant, 
^  frmm  any  longer  instructing  the  plaintiff  in  the  art  of  manufacturing  cement,  before 
the  expiration  of  two  jears  from  the  agreement,  that  this  agreement  did  not  raise  an 
implied  contract  of  hiring  and  service  for  three  years  between  the  parties,  and  therefore 
^9  action  was  not  maintainable. 
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1844.         l8t  day  of  May  then  next  ensuing,  hy  the  inspection  of 
specimens  severally  prepared  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
and  the  said  J.  Seeley,  during  the  month  of  September  or 
October  in  the  year  first  aforesaid,  which  specimens  should 
have  been  delivered  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  November 
into  the  hands  and  custody  of  the  intended  referees,  and 
should  have  been  by  them  exposed  without  interval  or  pro- 
tection to  the  severity  of  the  weather  from  the  said  date  to 
the  day  of  arbitration,  whether  the  said  plaintiff  had  fulfilled 
his  contract  therein  before  specified.    And  the  said  plaintiff 
did  thereby  also  engage  to  teach  and  instruct   the   said 
defendant  and  J.  Seeley  in  the  art  and  mystery  of  manufac- 
turing all  the  kinds  of  cement  with  which  the  said  plaintiff 
was  acquainted,  on  condition  the  said  defendant  and   J. 
Seeley  should  not  engage  in  such  manufacture  otherwise 
than  under  his  management  or  with  his  consent.     And  it 
was  also  by  the  said  agreement  witnessed,  that  each  party 
thereto  did  severally  bind  himself  to  the  faithful  performance 
of  the  contract  so  thereinbefore  contained  as  aforesaid  in 
the  penalty  of  1500/.,  as  by  the  said  agreement,  referenc^s^ 
being  thereunto  had,  will  more  fully  appear.     And  the  saa^dL 
plaintiff  in  fact  says  that  he  the  plaintiff,  from  the  time  ^mtoi 
making  the  said  agreement  until  and  at  the  time  of  makiHmnj^ 
the  indenture  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  in  pursuance  oi 

the  said  agreement,  did  serve  the  defendant  and  the  saa^^aid 
J.  Seeley  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  said  agreeme^  ^snt, 
and  did  during  that  period  manufacture  and  continue 
manufacture  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  the  said 
Seeley,  with  the  machinery,  implements  and  materials  pr 
vided  by  them,  a  cement  in  every  respect  equal  as 
durability  and  lightness  of  colour  to  that  theretofore  man 
factured  by  the  plaintiff's  father,  and  to  the  cement  used 
the  said  figure  of  Father  Thames,  according  to  the  inte 
and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement.  And  the  said  plaintiff 
fact  saith,  that  the  said  defendant  and  J.  Seeley  did  not  at  ar 
time  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  November,  in  the  ye^ 
1841,  nor  at  any  time  before  the  1st  day  of  May  next  afu 
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the  making  the  said  agreement,  choose  or  appoint  any  1844. 
competent  person  or  referee  to  decide  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  agreement,  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
fulfilled  his  said  contract  therein  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
nor  was  any  such  competent  person  or  referee  ever  chosen 
or  appointed  by  them  for  the  purpose  aforesaid ;  and  the 
defendant  and  the  said  J.  Seeley  wholly  omitted  and  neg- 
lected to  choose  or  appoint  any  such  referee  or  competent 
person,  ^nd  the  said  plaintiff  also  avers  that  he  did,  after 
the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  until  and  at  the  time 
of  making  the  indenture  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  teach 
and  instruct  the  defendant  and  the  said  J.  Seeley  in  the  art 
and  mystery  of  manufacturing  all  the  kinds  of  cement  with 
*hich  the  plaintiff  was  acquainted  on  the  condition  in  the 
said  agreemrat  mentioned. 

And  whereas  also,  after  the  making  of  the  said  agree- 

<tent,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  June,  1842,  by  an  indenture  then 

<^iade  between  the  said  J.   Seeley  of  the  first  part,  the 

plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  third 

K^art,  &c.     (The  declaration  then  set  out  the  indenture, 

'^'hich  recited  among  other  things,  that  J.  Seeley  and  the 

^cfendamt  had  purchased  certain  leasehold  premises  and 

^cnverted  them  into  a  manufactory  of  cement ;    that  the 

(Plaintiff  had,  by  a  memorandum  of  agreement  bearing  date 

^tie  £3rd  September  then  last  past,  under  the  hands  of 

(Plaintiff,    defendant  and   the   said   J.   Seeley,  being  the 

Agreement  in  this  declaration  above-mentioned,  acquired 

^n  interest  in  the  said  manufactory  of  cement;  and  witnessed 

^at  J.  Seeley,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  assigned  to 

^e  defendant  a  moiety  of  the  land,  machinery,  8u:.  used 

^x>r  the  manufactory  aforesaid ;  and  contained  a  covenant 

t^jT  the  defendant,  that  the  said  defendant  would  faithfully 

^ad  truly  observe  and  perform  and  fulfil  the  several  stipu- 

^tions  and  i^reemenU  in  the  said  agreement  of  the  ^rd 

September  then  last  entered  into  and  made  with  the  said 

t^laintiff,  being  the  agreement  above  fret  out. 
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1844.  And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  he  the  plaintiff,  from 

the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture  until  the  time  when 
he  was  discharged  by  the  defendant  from  bis  service  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  did^  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment and  indenture,  serve  the  defendant  in  the  manner  there- 
in mentioned,  and  did  during  that  period  manufacture  and 
continue  to  manufacture  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  with 
the  materials,  machinery  and  implements  provided  by  him,  a 
cement  in  every  respect  equal  as  to  durability  and  lightness  of 
colour  to  that  manufactured  before  the  making  the  said  agree- 
ment by  the  plaintiff's  father,  and  to  the  cement  used  in  the 
said  figure  of  Father  Thames,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement  and  indenture.    And  also 
that  he  the  plaintiff  did  during  the  period  last  aforesaid 
teach  and  instruct  the  defendant  in  the  art  and  mystery  of 
manufacturing   all   the   kinds  of  cement  with  which  the 
plaintiff  was  acquainted,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of   the    said    agreement  and   indenture.      And 
although  the  plaintiff  hath  always  been  ready  and  willing 
and  offered  to  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
next  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  continue  to  serve  the  defend- 
ant according  to  the  said  agreement  and  indenture,  and  to 
manufacture  for  his  use  as  therein  mentioned  the  cement  as 
therein  mentioned,  and  to  continue  to  teach  and  instructs 
the  defendant  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  said  agre^« 
ment  and  indenture,  of  which  premises  the  defendant  baxli 
always  had  notice,  nevertheless  the  plaintiff  in  fact  sa^i%« 
that  the  defendant,  disregarding,  &c.  after  the  making      '^^ 
said  indenture  and  before  the  expiration  of  two  years         ^^ 
lowing  the  date  of  the  said  agreement  first  above  mentior — ^^^ 
to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  September,  1842,  wrongfully  m       " 
charged  the  plaintiff  from  the  service  of  the  defendant  UM^f^^ 
the  said  agreement  and  indeuture,and  from  manufacturin^^p^^ 
continuing  to  manufacture  cement  for  the  use  of  the  defend  ^^^ 
according  to  the  said  agreement  and  indenture,  and  from  ^^V 
longer  teaching  and  instructing  the  defendant  in  the  art  vm^d 
mystery  mentioned  in  the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf,  m^^d 
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from  any  further  performance  of  the  smid  agreement  whatso- 
ever, and  hath  from  thence  hitherto  refused  and  still  doth 
refuse  to  permit  or  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  continue  in  the  service 
of  tbe  defendant  as  aforesaid,  or  to  manufacture  cement  for 
the  use  of  the  defendant  according  to  tbe  said  agreement 
wad  indenture,  or  to  teach  and  instruct  the  defendant  in 
manner  aforesaid,  wherebj  the  plaintiff  hath  lost  all  the 
profits  and  advantages  he  would  have  derived  from  the  per- 
formance of  the  said  agreement  and  indenture  by  tbe 
defendant ;  neither  hath  the  defendant  paid  tbe  plaintiff 
tbe  said  sum  of  1500/.  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  or 
any  part  thereof,  but  the  same  remains  wholly  due,  in 
arrear  and  unpaid,  contrary  to  tbe  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  said  agreement  and  of  the  said  indenture ;  and  so 
the  said  plaintiff  in  fact  saith  that  the  said  defendant,  although 
often  requested  so  to  do,  bath  not  kept  tbe  said  covenant  so 
by  bim  made  as  aforesaid,  but  bath  broken  tbe  same,  and  to 
lieep  the  same  with  the  plaintiff  bath  hitherto  wholly  neg- 
lected and  refused  and  still  doth  neglect  and  refuse. 
Damages  1500/. 

Second  plea,  that  tbe  plaintiff  did  not  serve  tbe  defend- 
^t  in  tbe  manner  in  tbe  said  agreement  mentioned,  in 
QUnner  and  form,  kc.  as  tbe  plaintiff  has  in  his  declaration 
sieged. 

Fifth  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  teach  or  instruct  tbe 
defendant  in  the  art  and  mystery  of  manufacturing  all  tbe 
^tnds  of  cement  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  acquainted,  in 

banner  and  form,  Sec. 

General  demurrer  to  the  second  and  fifth  pleas.    Joinder 

^ta  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  (on  January  23,  before  Lord  Den- 

^^n,  C.  J.,  PattesoWf  CoUridgt  and  Wighlman,  Js.)  by 

Peacock  for  the  plaintiff.     (Tbe  Court  called  on  bim  to 

^^pport  tbe  declaration.)     The  defendant  here  covenants 

^ith   the   plaintiff,  on  condition   of   the   performance  of 

^^Uin  stipulations  by   the  Utter,  that  he  the  defendant 
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plaiotiff  to  the  partnership  contemplated,  which  was  to  be 
not  in  a  business  intermitted  till  that  time  and  then  recom- 
menced, but  in  one  which  had  been  uninterruptedly  con- 
tinned,  and  in  which  the  plaintiff  himself  had  borne  a  part 
and  acquired  an  interest  and  connection  by  service  during 
the  whole  period.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  force 
in  this  argument,  and  in  support  of  it  were  cited  the  cases 
of  Sampson  v.  Easterby  (a)  and  Saltoun  v.  Houston  (b). 

We  have  examined  these  and  several  earlier  cases  which 
were  cited  in  the  argument  in  the  latter  case,  and  upon  con- 
sideration they  do  not  appear  to  us  to  support  the  propo* 
sition  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends  to  the  extent  to  which 
it  is  necessary  for  him  to  carry  it.     It  will  be  found  in  those 
cases  that,  where  words  of  recital  or  reference  manifested  a 
clear  intention  that  the  parties  should  do  certain  acts,  the 
Courts  have  from  them  inferred  a  covenant  to  do  such  acts, 
and  sustained  actions  of  covenant  for  the  non-performance, 
as  if  the  instruments  had  contained  express  covenants  to 
perform  them ;  but  it  is  a  manifest  extension  of  that  prin- 
ciple to  hold  that  where  parties  have  expressly  covenanted 
to  perform  certain  acts,  they  must  be  held  to  have  impliedly 
covenanted  for  every  act  convenient  or  even  necessary  for 
the  perfect  performance  of  their  express  covenants.   Where 
parties  have  entered  into  written  engagements  with  expressed 
stipulations,  it  is  manifestly  not  desirable  to  extend  them 
by  any  implications ;  the  presumption  is  that,  having  ex- 
pressed some,  they  have  expressed  all  the  conditions  by 
which  they  intend  to  be  bound  under  that  instrument.    It;^ 
is  possible  that  each  party  to  the  present  instrument  ma^;^ 
have  contracted  on  the  supposition  that  the  business  woul*^ 
in  fact  be  carried  on  and  the  service  in  fact  continu^s^ 
during  the  three  years,  and  yet  neither  party  might  hsa^"^ 
been  willing  to  bind  themselves  to  that  effect.     And  it 
one  thing  for  the  Court  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  t  f^ 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  505 ;   S.  C  4  M.      v.  Sampion,  6  Bingb.  650. 
&  E.  4S9 ;  S.  C.  in  error,  Easterby         (6)  1  Bingh.  433. 
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parties  to  the  extent  to  which  they  may  have  even  imper- 
fectlj  expressed  themselves,  and  another  to  add  to  the 
iostruroent  all  such  covenants  as  upon  a  full  consideration 
the  Court  may  deem  fitting  for  completing  the  intentions  of 
the  parties,  but  which  they  either  purposely  or  unintention- 
ally have  omitted.  The  former  is  but  the  application  of  a 
rule  of  construction  of  that  which  is  written  ;  the  latter  adds 
to  the  obligations  by  which  the  parties  have  bound  them- 
selves, and  is  of  course  quite  unauthorised,  as  well  as  liable 
to  great  practical  injustice  in  the  application.  The  breach 
here  assigned  by  the  plaintiff  assumes  that  the  defendant, 
at  however  great  loss  to  himself,  was  bound  to  continue 
his  business  for  three  years ;  but  the  defendant  has  not 
covenanted  to  do  so ;  he  has  covenanted  only  to  pay  weekly 
sums  for  three  years  to  the  plaintiff,  on  condition  of  his 
performing  what  on  his  part  he  has  made  a  condition 
precedent ;  and  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover 
those  sums  whether  he  performs  that  or  not,  so  long  as  he 
is  ready  and  willing  and  offers  to  perform  it,  and  is  pre- 
vented only  by  the  defendant  from  doing  it.  This  then  is 
the  safe  rule  for  determining  the  rights  of  these  parties 
between  each  other,  and  no  injustice  follows  to  the  plain- 
tiff. If  he  should  assign  a  breach  in  the  nonpayment  of 
the  weekly  sums,  it  would  be  no  answer  for  the  defendant 
to  say  that  he  had  discontinued  the  business  and  dismissed 
the  plaintiff.  The  reply  would  be,  that  he  might  indeed,  if 
lie  pleased,  do  both,  but  that  he  was  still  bound  to  make  the 
iMiyments  which  he  had  expressly  covenanted  to  make.  We 
^re  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  breach  is  not  well  assigned, 
^ndof  course,  without  examining  into  the  pleas,  our  judg- 
ment must  be  for  the  defendant. 
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Judgment  for  the  defendant  (a). 
(a)  See  Dunn  v.  Saj/les,  post,  Hil.  Vac. 


VOL.  I.— D.  M. 


M  M 
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1844.        plaintiff  to  the  partnership  co- 

not  in  a  business  intermitt  ^ 

menced,  but  in  one  wl '  ,^of  ExETEEtJ.  VVaB^    ' 

tinned,  and  in  which  '  ^ny  customs,  dues  and  ^^ 

and  acquired  an  in»  ^  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs 

the  whole  period  .  '^ chaldron  of  culm;  30/.  for  (^^, 

in  this  argume        .-y  ^^  on  400  tons  of  fish ;  5L  on  lb  ^^ 
of  Sampson  *       ^  i^  ^  twelve  dozen  seal  skins.     Dani^^ 

We  hav        .<^^ebted. 

were  ci^         '^«^iras  a  merchant  at  Teignmouth,  and  i' 

siderp        .   '^^^bt  to  recover  26/.  12f.  5  id.  for  petty  cU 

siti'^  ^'l^fAported  by  him  into  Teignmouth.     It  w< 

*'     ^     -^^Cokridge  J.  at  the  Devon  Lent  Assizes,  1841 

-    iV^f^  tried  related  to  the  right  of  the  corporatioi 

''"%  ^it^  AvLeB,  which  appeared  to  be  indiscriminately 

.."'^  ^'p^lty  customs  or  port  dues,  in  the  port  of  Teign* 

J  fi^'^^A,  »9  s  branch  or  member  of  the  port  of  Exeter. 

^.j^^  fV  ^*®  ^^  ^^^  plaintiffs  comprehended  five   points 

''j'^^i  fhe  proof  of  the  title  of  the  corporation  of  Exeter  t( 

^!^*itt0  fc®  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^y*     ^*  '^^^^^  the  petty  customs  oi 

j^y^  ^n  dues  on  all  goods  imported  into  the  port  of  Exetei 

JfLsii^  irere  part  of  such  fee  farm.    3.  That  the  duties  now  claimec 

^^^  irere  and  ever  had  been,  as  far  as  could  be  ascertained,  s 


f^f^^  part  of  such  customs.     4.  That  Teignmouth  was  a  brand 

0^i^dte  of  the  port  of  Exeter.     5.  That  defendant  imported  th( 

^v^^oms  goods  in  question,  and  refused  to  pay  the  duties.    The  firs 

iif^^'^lier  ^^^  proved  by  the  charters  of  the  corporation.    The  seconc 

Hi'^n  nor  from  Bracton^  book  'i,  c.  24,  s.  4,  and  1  Stat.  West.  c.  31 

ik»^9£^(er  shewing  such  customs  to  be,  in  ordinary  construction  of  law 

^^  It  any      o  part  of  the  fee  farm ;  and  from  a  long  series  of  muniments 

^"^1  of  tlie  from  the  rolls  of  the  mayor's  court,  rolls  of  customs,  a  decre< 

port«f  Teign-  ^f  ^j^^  Exchequer  in  1654,  judgments  at  law,  &c.,  shewin{ 

although  no  that  these  dues  had  been  always  claimed  and  received  as  par 
^deration  ^  ^j^^  j.^^  ^^^^  ^f  j,^^  ^j.  rpj^^  ^j^j^.^  ^^j  gf^j^  -^^^  ^,^^^ 
l^tbein  was  ^  * 

shewn  in 

ibe  shape  of  repairs,  or  any  other  public  benefits  performed  hy  the  corporation  at  Teign 
iDOUth.  Semble,  that  if  it  had  been  shewn  that  the  ownership  of  the  port  carried  witi 
it  certain  duties,  e.g.  repairs,  &c.,  and  that  these  duties  had  not  been  performed,  suci 
non-performance  would  not  have  been  an  answer  to  the  present  action. 


Ma^or,  &c.  of 

XBTER 
V. 

Warrbn. 
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not  contested  on  the  part  of  the  defeodants.  As  to  the  fourth  1844. 
poiot^  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs  consisted  of  certain 
leases  of  petty  customs,  granted  by  the  corporation  in  the  £; 
8  &  35  Eliz.f  in  which  Teignmouth  was  included  ;  a  com- 
mission of  29  Car.  2,  issued  under  the  Id  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  18, 
(with  a  view  to  the  formation  of  a  customs  establishment),  to 
inquire  into  the  limits  of  the  port  of  Cxeter»  with  the  return 
stating  these  limits  to  be  from  the  southernmost  point  on 
tiie  east  bank  of  the  river  Axe»  to  the  southernmost  point 
on  the  west  bank  of  the  river  Teign,  which  limits  include 
the  harbour  of  Teignmouth.  They  also  put  in  a  series  of 
receivers'  accounts,  shewing  the  collection  of  port  dues  in 
Teignmouth  up  to  a  recent  time,  and  added  the  oral  evidence 
of  collectors  of  customs  and  other  persons.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  no  port  dues  had  been  collected  at  Teign- 
mouth since  1834.  (The  most  material  parts  of  the  evidence 
ire  adverted  to  in  the  judgment) 

For  the  defence  no  witnesses  were  called ;  but  it  was 
contended,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  evidence  had  not 
satisfactorily  shewn  Teignmouth  to  be  a  member  of  the 
port  of  Exeter,  and  especially  that  the  return  of  the  com- 
i^itsioners  under  Charles  2  only  shewed  it  to  be  within  that 
port  for  fiscal  purposes  pertaining  to  the  crown.     It  was 
intended  also  that  the  right  set  up  to  receive  these  petty 
^tistoms  was  unreasonable;  that  a  port  could  not  be  pre- 
Gained  to  have  been  established,  limits  assigned  to  it,  and 
P^\\y  customs  granted,  by  the  mere  exercise  of  the  royal 
iN^rogative ;  but  that  it  was  necessary  there  should  be  a 
^^asonable  consideration  for  the  receipt  of  port  duties  any- 
where, viz«  either  the  dedication  of  a  portion  of  the  soil  by 
^e  owner  to  the  use  of  persons  landing  goods,  or  the  per- 
formance of  some  duty,  such  as  cleaning  the  port,  repairing 
^he  banks,  or  maintaining  the  wharves ;  neither  of  which  was 
^^ewn  to  exist  in  the  present  cases,  nor  could  the  soil  be 
'^''eaumed  to  have  been  at  any  time  granted  to  the  corpora- 
^^n  of  Exeter,  Teignmouth  not  being  shewn  to  have  been 
^erra  regis."    His  Lordship  directed  the  jury  to  the  effect 

M  M  2 
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1844.         that  the  prerogative  of  creating  a  port  was  io  the  crown ; 

^^        Z''^  ^  that  where  there  were  no  anterior  rights  vested  in  any  per- 
llayor,  &c.  of  .        *  .     . 

£xETBR       son,  the  crown  would  have  a  right  to  fix  the  limits  of  the 

W  RRBN  P^^^  ^°^  ^^  grant  reasonable  port  duties,  and,  consequently, 
that  there  was  no  necessary  presumption  against  the  right 
to  port  duties  from  the  absence  of  property  in  the  soil  or 
of  any  duty  performed  by  the  receivers.  Verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Crowder,  in  the  following  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  also  that  the 
verdict  was  without  evidence.  He  cited  (among  other  au- 
thorities) 2  Rolle,  Ab.  Prescription  (E  5),  Lord  Pelham  v. 
Pickertgill(a),  Com.  Dig.  Tolls,  (A.  c),  Cro.  Eliz.  711, 
Mayor ^  Ssc.  of  London  v.  Hunt  (6),  Mayor ^  S^c.  of  Notting- 
ham V.  Lambert  (c),  Truman  \.  Walgham  (d). 

Erie,  Rogers  and  AL  Smith  shewed  cause  (e).  The 
alleged  misdirection  is,  that  there  is  no  necessary  pre- 
sumption against  the  right  here  claimed  by  the  corporation 
of  Exeter  to  port  duties  at  Teignmouth,  from  the  fact  of 
their  having  no  property  in  the  soil  at  Teignmouth,  and  no 
consideration  being  shewn  by  the  performance  of  services 
to  parties  landing  goods  or  otherwise,  for  the  levying  of 
such  duties.  But  the  claim  here  set  up  is  presumed  to  have 
its  origin  in  a  grant  from  the  crown.  The  crown  can  create 
the  franchise  of  a  port  and  can  fix  the  limits  of  that  port: 
Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  in  Ball  v.  Herbert  (f).  It  is  therefore 
by  no  means  essential  to  the  existence  of  such  a  grant,  that 
the  grantee  should  have  the  freehold  of  the  soil,  or  should 
confer  any  public  benefit  by  way  of  consideration.  '*  Le 
roi  poet  avoir  un  port  et  toll  sans  ascun  consideration.*' 
Powell  J.  in  Wilkes  v.  Kirby  (g),  where    Warren  v.  Pri- 

(a)  1  T.  R.  667.  June  5),  before  Lord  Denman  C. 

(6)  3  Levinzy  37.  J.,  Patteson,  Williams  and  Cole- 

(c)  Willes,  in.  ridge  Js. 

id)  2  Wils.  296.  (/)  3  T.  R.  261. 

(e)  The    case  was   argued  in  (g)  2  Lutw.  1519. 
Trin.  Term,   1843   (May  89  and 
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deaux{a)  is  cited  by  Chief  Justice  Treby  to  the  same  effect,         1844. 
deducing  from  thence  the  conclusion,  *'  que  le  owner  d'un  w^^^'T*^    r 
port  poet  aver   un   toll    per    prescription,   sans   alledger       Exeter 
dWuD  consideration."     It  is  therefore  not  thrown  on  the      Wab'^eh 
plaiiftiffs  to  shew,  either  on  their  pleadings  or  in  evidence, 
tiat  they  gave  a  quid  pro  quo.     So  the  custom  of  London 
to  have  weighage  for  goods  imported,  without  considera- 
tion, is  good :  Mayor,  S^c.  of  London  v.  Hunt  (6).     So  of 
toll  of  goods  set  on  land  within  a  manor  ?  Crispe  v.  Bel" 
twod(c).  Mayor,  S^c.  of  Exeter  v.  Trimlett{d).     In  the 
liayor,  Sfc.  of  Yarmouth  v.  Eaton  (e).  Lord  Mansfield  dis- 
tinguishes the  case  of  port  duties  from  that  of  toll  thorough, 
which  latter  requires  a  consideration,  because  it  is  against 
common  right,  and  decides  that  in  a  declaration  for  the 
former  it  is  unnecessary  to  set  out  a  consideration,  which 
also  distinguishes  this  case  from  Truman  v.  Walgham  (/) : 
Jenitits  V.  Harvey  (g).     **  The  king  is  of  common  right 
prima  facie  the  owner  and  lord  of  every  public  sea  port, 
jet  a  subject  may  by  charter  of  prescription  be  lord  or 
owner  of  it :"  Hale  de  Portubus  Maris,  72 ;  see  also  p.  75, 
77|78.     In  p.  138,  Hale  reports  the  case  of  7%e  BailiJ' 
Md  Commonalty  of  Exeter  v.  Wade(h),  which  "  sets  forth 
tbe  city  holden  in  fee  farm  at  20/.  per  ann.  rent  by  the 
charter  of  Edw.  3 ;  that  the  port  and  haven  of  Exeter  and 
f^trj  of  Exmouth,  and  cartage  and  stallage  of  the  ferry, 
>re  parcell  of  the  same ;  that  they  are  used  to  take  under 
Ae  name  of  petty  customs,  of  all  goods  imported  into  that 
port  in  ships,  boats  and  other  navigable  vessels,  these  duties 
following,  under  the  names  of  petty  customes  or  town  cus- 
tomes:"  and  then  follow  the  charges.     This  class  of  duties 
(customs  by  prescription  belonging  to  ports)  are,  he  says 
(p*  133),  *<  not  properly  customs.     The  difference  stood 

W  1  Mod.  104.  (/)  3  Wils.  396. 

(*)  3  Levioz,  37.  (g)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  877;  2  CM. 

(0  3  Levinz,  424.  &  R.  393. 

{d)  2  Wib.  95.  (A)  Hil.  U  Car.  1,  9  Feb. 

W  8  Burr.  1402. 
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1844.         principally  in  these  things:  1.  These  were  settled  by  pre- 

^"^^"^^^       scription  and  usage  in  several  ports,  and  therefore  varied 
Mayor,  &c.  of  ,.  ,  .  /.       .  i  ,      •      . 

fixiTCR       according  m  the  several  customs  of  various  places  obtained. 

^  ^*  But  customs  were  regular  and  certain  in  all  places ;  1  mean 

such  as  were  truly  such.  2.  These  belonged  to  the  lords 
of  several  ports,  whether  it  were  the  king  or  a  common  per- 
son, as  we  see  in  the  instances  before  given.  But  customs 
belonged  to  the  king  and  to  the  king  only,  as  the  revenue 
and  support  of  his  crown/'  And  in  p.  Id9»  he  says  (refer- 
ring to  the  list  of  charges  by  way  of  petty  customs  in  the 
port  of  Exeter),  **  By  this  it  appears  that  although  these 
were  called  customs,  and  possibly  they  were  all  that  were 
anciently  answered  as  customs,  yet  they  were  quite  of 
another  nature  from  those  which  are  now,  or  in  the  time  of 
Edwm  1,  were  truly  so  called.  And  they  became  a  cus- 
tomary duty  by  prescription  and  usage  in  uaCnre  of  a  toll, 
and  connected  in  point  of  property  by  usage  «nd  prescrip- 
tion to  the  lord  of  the  port:"  Madox,  Firma  Burgi,  2W. 
Viner*8  Abr.  Prerogative,  (£  a,  42),  riiews  the  difference 
between  impositions  and  petty  customs,  and  that  the  king 
inherits  the  latter.  The  case  of  Impasitiom,  2  State  Trials, 
37 1«  "  In  every  case  which  requires  a  consideration,  it  ought, 
from  length  of  usage,  to  be  presumed.  For  the  rule  with 
regard  to  prescriptions  is,  that  every  prescription  is  good, 
if  by  any  possibility  it  can  be  shewn  to  have  a  legal  com- 
mencement :"  jishurst  J.  in  Lord  Peikam  v.  Picker$giU{a). 
There  is,  no  doubt,  an  exception  to  this  rule  in  the  case  of 
toll  thorough ;  but  that  is  a  peculiar  instance,  and  Lord 
Mansfieldf  as  has  been  before  shewn,  distinguishes  it  from 
those  of  port  duties  or  petty  customs.  The  learned  judge 
was  therefore  right  in  directing  the  jury,  that  inasmuch  as 
it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  crown  had  originally  granted 
this  port,  being  seised  of  the  right  to  receive  these  duties 
in  respect  of  goods  imported  within  its  limits,  no  con- 
sideration for  taking  them  need  be  shewn  by  the  present 
owners  of  the  port. 

(o)  1  T.  R.  667. 
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Crowder,  Greenwood  and  Butt  contrsk.     It  is  submitted,        1844. 

10  the  first  place,  that  these  customs  could  not  have  existed       ^"-^v^^ 

l>ot  bj  act  of  parliament.     The  name  of  **  petty  customs,''       Exbter 

hy  which  they  appear  to  be  known,  seems  to  indicate  that      .„  ** 

.  .  .  Warren. 

they  were  originally  vested  m  the  crown  for  the  benefit  of 

cfae  state.     "  It  is  clear/'  says  Vaughan  J.,  in  Sheppard  v. 
Cosriotd(a\  '*  that  formerly  in  the  times  of  Henry  8,  Queen 
JUary,  and  Queen  Elizabeth^  it  was  supposed  that  some 
^^ustoms  were  due  by  the  common  law,  (wherein  the  King 
laad  an  inheritance,)  and  that  such  customs  were  not  ori- 
ginally doe  by  any  act  of  parliament.     So  is  the  book,  31 
Jien.  8.     This  was  in  those  several  reigns    the   opinion 
of  all  the  judges  of  the  times,  whence  we  may  learn  how 
#jsdlible  even  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges   is,  when  the 
latter  to  be  resolved  must  be  cleared  by   searches  not 
>mmoD,  and  depends  upon  cases  not  vulgarly  known  by 
idera  of  the  Year  Books.     For  since  these  opinions,  it  is 
loiown  those  customs  called  the  old,  or  antique  custumae^ 
^^^cre  granted  to  King  Edward  l,  in  the  third  year  of  his 
s^^gUy  by  parliament,  as  a  new  thing,  and  was  no   duty 
K>«longiDg  to  the  crown  by  the  common  law."      Le  case  de 
^^-ustomes,  Davis,  9 ;  2  Inst.  58,  59.     If  this  were  so,  these 
Amities,  like  the  '^  ancient  customs"  mentioned  by  Vaughan 
^L^id  Coke,  must  be  taken  to  have  had  their  origin  in  an  act 
^^^^  parliament,  {The  case  of  Impositions^  2  St.  Tr.  8vo.  ed. 
^^1 ;  see  especially  Hahewilts  argument,  p.  462,)  and  they 
^ould  not  be  imposed  or  levied  by  a  subject. 

But,  even  supposing  that  these  port  duties  or  petty  cus- 

U>m8  bad  their  origin  anterior  to  act  of  parliament,  they 

^ust  have  been  imposed  by  the  crown  for  the  purpose  of 

^kiaintaioing  its  dignity,  and  for  the  public  good.     If  so, 

they  could  not  be  granted  or  demised  to  a  subject :  12  Co. 

Rep.  S4.     **  It  was  clearly  resolved  by  us  that  such  impo- 

Bitions  so  put  cannot  be  demised  or  granted  to  any  subject, 

ibr  this,  that  it  is  to  augment  and  decrease,  or  be  taken 

tway,  upon  just  occasion  for  advancement  of  merchandize." 

(a)  Vaughan,  161. 
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1844.         In  the  Cctse  of'  Impositions^  judgment  was  given  for  the 

^'■^^'^^      crown,  to  the  effect  that  the  King  had  a  prerogative  right 
Mayor,  &c.  of        .  ,    .      ,  .  •     j  r 

JBxbter       to  impose  new  customs ;  and  the  language  just  cited  from 

_  ^'  Coke  (as  has  been  remarked  by  Mr.  Hargrave  in  bis  preface 

to  that  celebrated  case,  p.  38 1,)  seems  rather  to  support  the 
view  then  taken  bj  the  Barons  of  James  the  First's  Exche- 
quer, in  favour  of  the  crown.  But  if,  as  there  can  be  now 
no  doubt,  that  judgment  was  unconstitutional,  the  crown 
could  not  have,  in  respect  of  any  particular  port,  such  as 
Exeter,  a  right  which  it  has  not  in  respect  of  the  kingdom 
in  general.  .  [Co2endfge  J.  The  Case  of  Impositions  related 
to  expressly  new  customs.  These  are  ancient  ones ;  your 
argument  must  be  that  they  cannot  be  supported  unless 
they  can  be  shewn  to  have  their  origin  in  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment.] Not  as  petty  customs ;  if  maintainable  at  all,  it  must 
be  as  port  duties,  aud  then  some  consideration  must  be 
shewn.  However  little  or  inconsiderable,  if  they  were 
legally  customs,  the  crown  could  not  grant  or  demise  them. 
If  then  the  plaintiffs  can  recover  these  tolls  at  all,  it  must 
be  not  as  **  petty  customs,"  but  as  **  port  duties/'  and  in 
that  case  they  cannot  recover  without  shewing  a  public 
benefit  accruing  from  them  by  way  of  consideration.  Ports 
are  of  two  descriptions;  the  first  class,  those  which  are 
termed  "  ports"  in  Callis  on  Sewers,  p.  57,  "  not  only  safe 
harbours,  but  fenced  with  legal  privileges,"  and  the  smaller 
sort,  which  he  calls  "  havens,"  having  no  privileges.  So 
Hale,  de  Portubus  Maris,  p.  46,  **  a  port  is  a  haven,  and 
somewhat  more :  1.  It  is  a  place  for  arriving  and  unlading 
of  ships  aud  vessels :  2.  It  hath  a  superinduction  of  a  civil 
signature  upon  it,  somewhat  of  franchise  or  privilege,  as 
shall  be  shewn  :  d.  It  hath  a  ville  or  city  or  borough,  that 
is  caput  port^f  for  the  receipt  of  mariners  and  merchants, 
&c."  In  this  way,  he  goes  on  to  shew,  a  port,  having  a 
single  head,  comprises  also  many  members;  as  Gravesend 
is  a  member  of  the  port  of  London,  &c.  See  also  MoHoy, 
book  2,  ch.  14,  s.  10.  Hale  (p.  73,  76,)  distinguishes 
plainly   between   tolls   or   customs  levied   at    the  greater 


HILARY  VACATION,  VIT  VICT.  631 

ports,  and  those  secondary  tolls  which  arise  in  all   ports         1844. 

from  the  •*  interest  of  the  shore  adjacent  to  the  port,"  and  ,,  ^^^"^^    ^ 

Mayor,  &c.  of 
gives  a  list  of  the  latter  *'  shore-duties''  as  he  calls  them;       Exetek 

towage,  moreage,  terrage,  &c.     These  may  arise,  he  says,      ^  ^' 
*'by  convention   or   agreement,    prescription   or   custom, 
charter  or  grant/'     The  first  and  third  method  are  out  of 
the  question  in  the  present  instance,  reliance  is  placed  on 
the  second.     Now  in  the  first  place,  though  the  port  of 
fixeter  may  be  a  prescriptive  port  in  itself,  it  cannot  be  a 
prescriptive  port  extending  to   Teignmouth.     Nothing  is 
EZiore  inconsistent  than  the  various  catalogues  of  principal 
ports  and  members  found  in  the  old  authorities.     In  20 
Geo.  2,  c.  18,  8.  1,  Sunderland  is  called  a  ''town  having  a 
port  or  haven,"  in    Bcwes*s  Lex   Mercatoria,   p.  247,  it 
appears  as  a  member  of  the  port  of  Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
In  Bewesj  p.  248,  Ilfracomb  is  a  member  of  the  port  of 
Plymouth  ;  Hale^  p.  48,  makes  it  a  member  of  Barnstaple ; 
MoUoy  calls  it  part  of  the  port  of  Exeter.     In  5  Geo.  2, 
c.  11,  Scarborough  is  called  a  port :  Bewet,  p.  247,  makes 
it  part  of  the  port  of  Hull.     In  "  the  Bill  for  the  Havens  in 
tbe  West  Parts,"  23  Hen.  8,  c.  8,  Teignmouth  ranks  with 
Plymouth  and  Dartmouth,  these  being  the  three  ''ports" 
protected  by  the  act;  and  Hale  omits  Teignmouth  altogether 
from  his  list  of  members  of  Exeter.     Topsham  is  now  part 
of  the  port  of  Exeter ;  in  Hale,  p.  55,  it  is  termed  a  port 
''belonging  to  the  Earl  of  Devon."     Secondly,  where  such 
&  doty  as  this  is  claimed,  the  port  must  be  a  port  in  the 
second  or  smaller  sense  above  noticed ;  The  Hull  Dock 
(^mpany  ▼•  Browne  {a).     "  The  enlarged  sense  of  the  term 
port  of  Hull,  is  to  be  taken  with  reference  only  to  the  royal 
revenue,  and  the  establishment  of  the  officers  of  the  cus- 
toms, &C.  as  arising  in  an  extensive  district  and  various 
places,  whereof  the  port  of  Hull  was  the  head  and  chief. 
There  are  then  two  distinct  senses,  in  which  the  phrase  the 
port  of  Hull  is  used,  namely,  one  as  the  head  port  of  a 
ilistrict   wherein   there   were  subordinate   and   dependent 

(fi)  2  B.  &  Ad.  43. 
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ports :  and  the  other  the  liinited  sense  of  a  port  locally 

^  ^^~^^    .  situate  on  a  certain  river,  or  part  of  a  river,  with  a  town 
Mavar,  &c.  of  .  . 

ExBTsa       near  thereto ;"  p.  58.     And  it  was  decided  that  the  rates 

wJuLEV.  ^^^  claimed  were  due  only  within  the  port  in  this  second 
or  restricted  sense ;  and  that  instances  in  which  these  rates 
had  in  fact  been  paid  at  Goole,  a  member  of  the  port  in 
the  larger  sense,  **  might  not  unreasonably  be  referred  to 
the  unwillingness  of  a  private  individual  to  enter  into  a  con- 
test  with  the  corporation  ;*'  an  observation  which  applies 
strongly  here.  If  so,  if  these  tolls  could  not  be  claimed  at 
Teigomouth  by  prescription,  they  must  be  due,  if  at  all,  in 
respect  of  some  consideration;  they  are  not  claimed  in 
respect  to  any  right  to  the  soil,  which  is  theonly  alternative. 
It  is  not  denied  that  the  crown  can  grant  the  franchise  of  a 
port  to  a  subject.  But  the  crown  cannot  by  its  mere  pre- 
rogative entitle  that  subject  to  levy  port  duties.  If  the 
crown  grants  a  port  to  one  not  an  owner  of  the  soil  of  the 
shore  of  such  port,  the  grantee  can  only  take  port  duties 
either  for  some  benefit  performed,  or  in  virtue  of  some 
arrangement  come  to  with  the  owner  of  the  soil.  ^  The 
designation  of  ports  is  part  of  the  King's  prerogative,  he 
might  make  regulations  therein  by  common  law,  in  order  to 
secure  his  revenue ;  yet  without  an  act  of  parliament  he 
could  not  impose  new  duties ;''  The  case  of  the  London 
Wharf  tip).  Such  duties  therefore  can  only  be  supported 
where  there  is  a  consideration  :  Vin.  Ab.  Prerogative, 
(E  a  1);  Com.  Dig.  Toll  (C);  2  Roll.  Ab.  PrescripUon, 
(E  5) ;  and  though  Truman  v.  Walgham  (6)  is  undoubtedly 
a  case  of  toll  thorough,  yet  the  principle  there  laid  down 
applies;  nor  is  it  easy  to  distinguish  tolls  levied  on  goods  in 
their  transit  from  the  ship  to  the  importer's  warehouse,  from 
toll  thorough.  The  cases  of  Smith  v.  Sheppard{c),  Haspurt  v. 
Wills  (d),  Cotton  V.  Smith (e),  Crispe  v.  BelunodU),  Brett 

(a)  1  W.  Bl.  590.  (rf)  1  Mod.  48. 

(6)  2  Wil».  206.  («)  I  Cowper,  47. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  710.  (/  )  3  Lcvinz,  424. 
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y.BeaU${a)f  Reg.  v.  The  Marquis  of  Salisbury  {b),  refer 
odJj  to  the  distinction  in  pleading  in  this  respect  between      ^^^^^  ^ 
ifae  respectif  e  claims  of  toll  traverse  and  toll  thorough ;       EstrBa 
they  shew  that  as  far  as  the  pleading  is  concerned,  a  con-      Warreh 
sideration  need  not  be  shewn  in  the  former  case,  but  not 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  such  a  claim  would  be  good  without 
sny  consideration  at  all.     It  is  argued  that  the  fact  of  un- 
loading goods  implies  some  consideration,  inasmuch  as  this 
«:oHld  not  be  done  without  permission ;  that  is  true,  but 
^here  is  no  such  consideration   from   the  corporation  of 
fxeter,  who  never  possessed  the  soil.     In  Warren  v.  Pii- 
^ieaux  (c),  the  language  of  Hale  C.  J.  is  remarkable.    ^  If 
fie  bad  said  that  he  had  a  port,  and  was  bound  to  maintain 
«.iiat  port,  81c.,  that  might  have  been  a  good  prescription ; 
but  in  this  case  there  must  be  a  special  inducement  and 
<^ompeDsaiioo  to  the  subject,  by  reason  of  those  statutes  by 
^^whicb  ail  merchants  and  others  have  liberty  to  come  in  and 
S«  out:*'  VmkertUme  v.  Ebden  (d).     In  WUkes  v.  Kirby  (e) 
i^  is  only  meant  that  no  farther  consideration  than  repairing 
im  required.     In  The  Mayor  l^c.  of  York  v.  Eaton  {f)  tbe 
Imnguage  of  Lord  Mansfield  is,  that  the  making  a  port  may 
^>  f  itself  be  a  consideration.     But  none  of  these  cases  autho- 
■"ises  the  proposition  now  relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs,  that 
*^t>  eonsideration  whatever  is  needed.    Jenkins  v.  Harvey  (g) 
i«  a  case  of  which  the  authority  has  been  doubted,  but  that 
^ase,  when  considered,  establishes  the  rights  of  the  corpo- 
^^ation  of  Truro  in  regard  of  what  they  were  assumed  to 
^«V€  done  by  way  of  public  benefit ;  Serjeant  v.  Bted  (A). 
It  18  said  the  crown  can  create  a  liability  to  the  payment 
of  *< reasonable"  port  duties;  how  can  their  •' reasonable- 
tiess"  be  estimated,  except  by  comparison  with  the  benefit 
conferred?     For  the  same  reason  a  prescription  for  toll  in 

(•)  10  B.  &  G  508.  (e)  S  Ltttwychc,  15  J9. 

W  8  A.  &  E.  716;  &  C.  2  N.  (/)  3  Burr.  1426. 

4P.476.  fe)  IC.  M.&B,87r;  2C.M. 

(0  1  Mod.  104.  &  R.  393. 
(rf)  1  Ld.  Raym.  384.  W  1  Wil».  91. 
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respect  of  goods  sold  by  sample  iu  a  oiarket,  and  afterwards 
brought  into  a  city  to  be  delivered,  cannot  be  supported : 
Exeter        Kirby  v.  Whichehw  {a),  Com.  Dig.  Market  F.  1,  HUl  v. 
Smith  {b). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — In  this  case,  tried  before  my  brother  Coleridge  at 
the  assizes  for  Devon,  being  an  action  for  petty  customs, 
dues,  and  duties,  due  upon  culm,  fish  oil,  seal  skins,  and 
other  articles,  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  exact  ceitain 
payments  in  the  name  of  port  dues  or  petty  customs,  from 
those  who  land  their  goods  at  the  haven  of  Teignmonth, 
as  a  member  of  the  port  of  Exeter,  was  established  by  the 
verdict  of  a  jury. 

But  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained  on  the  sug- 
gestion that  my  learned  brother's  direction  was  incorrect  in 
point  of  law;  and  several  points  have  been  discussed  before 
us,  more  largely  perhaps  than  was  warranted  by  what 
appears  to  have  been  the  matter  in  contest  at  the  trial. 
Upon  that  occasion  it  was  not,  and  indeed  scarcely  could 
have  been,  contended,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  owners 
of  a  port  to  some  extent,  and  as  such  entitled  to  receive 
the  duties  claimed  in  the  declaration  within  certain  limits  ; 
but  it  was  argued  that  the  franchise  could  not  have  been 
legally  granted  so  as  to  extend  to  Teignmouth,  and  carry  a 
right  to  port  duties  there,  for  want  of  any  apparent  legal 
consideration ;  and  that  want  was  said  to  be  involved  in 
the  absence  of  any  right  in  the  soil  either  in  the  grantees, 
or  the  grantor,  the  crown.  There  was  no  evidence,  it  was 
said,  that  Teignmouth  had  at  any  time  been  terra  regis ;  no 
soil  therefore  was  dedicated  to  public  use;  no  repairs  done; 
nothing  given  in  return  for  the  duties  claimed.  The  judge 
was  therefore  called  upon  to  direct  the  jury  at  once  that  no 
case  had   been  made  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  without 

(a)  3  Lutvr.  1408.  (6)  4  Taunt.  620. 
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reference  to  the  evidence  of  payments  insisted  on  by  them,         1844. 
the  verdict  must  pass  for  the  defendant.  ^*^^>/^ 

Mj  learned  brother  did  not  deny  that  for  the  validity  of      Exbteb 
a  royal  grant  of  the  franchise  of  a  port,  with  the  right  to  col- 
lect port  dues  or  petty  customs,  a  consideration  was  neces- 
sary ;  but  he  said  that  the  right  to  create  a  port  was  in  the 
crown,  which  it  might  eiercise  pleno  jure  so  long  as  there 
"yvsLs  no  interference  with  the  rights  previously  vested ;  that 
tlie  consideration  for  port  duties,  as  attendant  on  such  a 
^rant,   need  not  be  the  devotion  of  the  soil  to  the  use  of 
%he  port;  that  if  so,  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  it  in 
cfae  plaintiffs  in  the  present  case»  even  to  the  limited  extent 
s^clmitted,  for  that  there  was  none  to  prove  any  right  of  soil 
in  them  in  the  banks  or  estuary  of  the  Exe  any  more  than 
bcjond  the  mouth,  indeed  their  evidence  disproved  it;  but 
l.lBat  considering  the  very  early  times  to  which  this  grant, 
if  ever  made,  must  be  referred,  no  previously  vested  incon- 
sistent rights  appearing,  the  mere  creation  of  the  port»  with 
tk^e  consequent  right  in  all  the  subjects  to  use  the  range 
'^vithin  the  limits  as  a  port,  to  bring  their  ships  there  for 
safety,  and  to  trade  there  and  unload  customable  goods, 
^^'vould  be  consideration  suflScient  in  law  to  support  the 
^mnt  of  the  duties.     He  told  the.  jury  therefore,  that  as  to 
the  mere  existence  of  a  port,  with  port  duties  granted  to 
the  plaintiffs,  there  was  no  question  ;  that  the  real  question 
^as  the  extent,  as  to  which  they  could  not  throw  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence  overboard  at  once  on  the  ground  alleged »  but 
^hat,  consistently  with  all  the  evidence,  there  was  ground  on 
which  they  might  found  a  legal  origin  for  the  rights  claimed 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

After  much  consideration  of  the  authorities,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  this  direction  was  right  in  point  of  law,  and  at 
least  not  too  favourably  stated  for  the  plaintiffs.  We  think 
he  might  properly  have  added,  that  if  the  ownership  of  the 
port  carried  with  it  the  obligation  to  clear  the  harbour,  or 
do  any  thing  else  in  the  way  of  repairing  or  maintaining  it, 
the  non-performance  of  that  duty  might  render  the  owners 
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1844.  liable,  but  could  not  form  a  defence  to  the  present  action, 
and  that  a  long  enjoyment  of  the  duties  might  warrant  the 
presumption  of  any  fact  necessary  to  make  them  legal. 

As  to  the  general  right  of  the  crown  in  this  matter,  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  cite  the  single  authority  of  Lord  Hale :  '^  It 
is  a  part/'  says  he,  ^*  of  the  jus  regale  or  royalty  of  the  crown 
of  England,  originally,  and  de  novo,  to  erect  public  ports 
in  this  kingdom.  As  ail  franchises  within  the  kingdom  are 
derived  from  the  crown  either  immediately  and  explicitly,  as 
by  a  new  creation,  grant,  or  charter,  or  presumptively  and 
consequentially,  as  by  custom  or  prescription,  so,  in  a  spe- 
cial manner,  are  the  ports  and  franchises  thereof,  which  are 
ostia  regni/'     De  Port.  Maris,  c.  3. 

That  this  right  of  the  crown  was  exercised  at  some  very 
remote  period,  and  a  port  erected  of  which  Exeter  was  the 
capital,  cannot  now  be  disputed;  and  there  seems  good 
reason  to  believe  that  when  the  city  of  Exeter  was  granted 
to  the  burgesses  thereof  in  fee  farm,  first  by  Richard^  Earl 
of  Cornwall,  in  1259*  and  subsequently  by  Edward  3,  the 
port,  with  the  customs  which  the  crown  had  before  received 
there,  passed  with  the  grant  as  parcel  thereof.  Lord  Hak^ 
in  the  account  which  he  gives  of  petty  customs,  (De  port 
Maris,  t.  3,  c.  4,)  states  that  this  was  not  unusual ;  and  says 
that  '* these'*  (the  petty  customs,)  ''being  grown  incon- 
siderable in  length  of  time,  might  be  granted  to  the  several 
corporations  of  those  ports  or  towns  wherein  they  were 
taken,  as  part  of  their  farmSf  as  was  done  in  the  cases  of 
Exeter  and  Yarmouth,  Kingston  upon  Hull,  and  some 
other  ports."  We  do  not  cite  this  passage  as  proof  of  the 
fact,  but  as  shewing  that  according  to  that  great  lawyer's 
opinion,  there  is  nothing  in  such  a  state  of  things  unreason- 
able, or  which  may  not  easily  be  presumed  on  proper 
evidence  of  user.  We  also  refer  to  the  statute  of  Hen.  8, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  it  has  not  escaped  our 
attention.  But  it  belongs  to  the  head  of  evidence,  not  of 
law,  and  may  possibly  supply  either  party  with  some 
plausible  arguments. 
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Upon  the  evidence  in  this  case  the  grants  before  men-        1844* 
tioDcd  were  produced,  and  strong  evidence  from  a  very  ^^'^^^^ 
remote  period  down  to  modern  times  offered  of  the  per-       Exeter 
ception  of  petty  customs  and  port  dues  by   plaintiffs  as      ^  ^' 
grantees  of  the  port. 

Then  it  appears  to  us  that  the  extent  of  the  port  de 
facto  became  a  question  merely  of  evidence*  It  could  not 
be  denied  that  a  port  might  be  erected  with  a  head  and 
many  members ;  the  existence  of  such  ports  is  matter  of 
notoriety,  and  Lord  Hak  mentions  many  instances,  Exeter 
among  them;  in  enumerating  the  members  of  which  he 
certainly  omits  Teignmouth,  an  omission  furnishing  ground 
for  remark,  but  not  really  of  weight  as  evidence  of  the  fact. 

Id  support  of  their  claim,  the  plaintiffs  offered  some 
ancient  evidence ;  a  receiver's  account  of  the  4th  Elizabeth^ 
in  which  the  oflicer  charged  himself  with  a  gross  sum  of 
9/.  95.  4J.  for  customs  of  goods  landed  in  several  places 
(among  others  Teignmouth)  within  the  port  of  Exmouth 
and  Exeter ;  a  lease  of  35th  Elizabeth  of  the  town  custom 
due  for  entry  of  all  manner  of  ships,  &c.,  arriving  within 
^e  port  or  haven  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  viz.  Exmouth,  and, 
among  other  places,  Teignmouth  ;  another  lease  containing 
tbe  same  enumeration  in  SJac.  1,  on  which  the  rent  had 
l^n  paid.  But  this  and  other  evidence  of  the  kind  was 
^t  10  much  of  independent  strength,  standing  by  itself,  as 
directly  io  the  support  which  it  gave  to  the  latter  evidence, 
aid  from  its  consistency  with  it.  The  evidence  in  modern 
^UQei,  down  to  the  year  1834,  was  clear,  unambiguous,  and 
Qointerrupted.  To  all  this  no  answer  was  given  by  counter 
evidence,  no  claim  was  set  up  for  Teignmouth  as  a  port  of 
itidf,  or  as  a  member  of  any  other  port,  but  strong  remarks 
weiemide  on  the  improbable  extent  of  the  port  as  claimed 
hj  the  plaintiffs,  and  suggestions  for  the  explanation  of 
what  was  offered  by  the  plaintiffs  were  urged,  reasonable 
io  themselves,  and  pressed  forcibly  and  ingeniously  on  the 
jury.  It  is  not  complained  of  that  justice  was  not  done  to 
(bem  by  the  judge  in  laying  the  case  before  the  jury. 
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1844.  A  commission  in  the  time  of  Car.  2  was  strongly  at- 

M  or  &  f  ^^^'^^^  ^y  defendant's  counsel,  a&  applicable  only  to  some 
ExETEA  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  revenue ;  it  was  even  claimed 
Warren.  ®*  evidence  against  plaintiff's  claim  to  port  duties;  as 
explaining  the  circumstance  of  Teignmouth  being  named 
with  Exeter.  But  it  could  not  explain  the  ancient  enjoy- 
ment. It  was  in  no  degree  inconsistent  with  any  fact 
essential  to  plaintiff's  title ;  and  at  all  events,  the  effect  of 
it  was  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

Having  disposed  of  the  legal  objections  to  the  summing 
up«  we  are  asked  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  these  latter  grounds, 
as  if  the  verdict  ought  to  be  considered  against  the  evidence. 
We  think  we  cannot  in  justice  do  this.  Where  a  verdict 
has  been  obtained  in  support  of  such  a  claim,  founded  on 
evidence  not  unsatisfactory  to  the  judge,  and  given  by  a  jury 
under  no  unfair  bias  and  properly  directed,  we  think  it  ought 
not  to  be  lightly  disturbed. 

Rule  discharged. 


Saturday,  Lord  GfiORGB  Bentinck  v.  Connop. 

Feb.  10.  . 

A  declaration   ASSUMPSIT.      For  that  whereas,  before  and  at  the^ 

stating  that  several  times  in  this  declaration  after  mentioned,  a  meetings 
the  plaintiflF  "— 

and  defendant  >or  the  purpose  of  horse  racmg,  and  known  by  the  name  o^ 

scribera  to  50^  ^^^  ^'"^  October  Meeting,  was  annually  held  at  Newmarkets' 
stakes  in  a  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  at  which  said  meeting,  during^ 
race  that^Uie  ^''  ^^^  ^'"^^  aforesaid,  a  certain  race,  known  by  the  name  o9 
plaintiff  the  Grand  Duke  Michael  Stakes,  was  annually  run  betweentf^ 

horses,  and  the  horses  and  fillies  named  for  that  purpose  by  persons^ 
th^^°^tir\        becoming  subscribers  to  the  said  stakes,  upon  certain  terms  ^ 

one  of  the         proposed  and  declared  in  that  behalf,  and  over  a  certain    ^ 

plaintiff's 

horses  won,  and  the  defendant  thereby  became  liable  to  pay  three  sums  of  50/.  as  and 
for  the  stakes  payable  in  respect  of  the  horses  named  by  him :  Held  bad,  as  averring  a 
wager  within  the  terms  of  the  provbions  of  16  Ccr,  2,  c.  7,  s.  3,  that  if  any  person  shall 
play,  &c.  at  the  games  therein  specified,  fincluding  horse  races,)  and  lose  upwards  of 
100^,  **  upon  ticket  or  credit  or  otherwise,  and  shall  not  pay  at  the  time  when  he  shall 
lose  the  same,  the  party  who  loses  shall  not  be  compellable  to  pay  the  same. 
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course  there  known  by  the  name  of  Across  the  Flat.     And 
whereas  also    before  the  making  of  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  in  this  count  after  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  19th 
daj  of  November,  J  840,  it  was  proposed  and  declared  that 
for  the  year  1842  the  said  race,  to  wit.  The  Grand  Duke 
Michael  Stakes,  should  be  upon  the  terms  following,  that 
is  to  saj,  that  the  said  race  should  be  run  at  Newmarket 
aforesaid  on  the  Tuesday  in  the  first  October  meeting  of 
that  year,  between  colts  and   fillies  named  for  that  pur- 
pose on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  January,  J  841,  for  stakes 
of  50/.,  each  colt  or  filly  so  named  to  be  subscribed  to  the 
said  stakes  by  the  names  of  such  colts  and  fillies  respec- 
tively, the  said  colts  and  fillies  at  the  time  of  the  said  race 
beJDg  run  to  be  respectively  three  years  old,  and  each  such 
colt  to  carry  eight  stone  seven  pounds,  and  each  such  filly 
to  carry  eight  stone  three  pounds,  while  running  the  said 
race;  and  the  plaintiff  says  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
said  1st  day  of  January,    1841,  to  wit,  on  the  31st   of 
December,  1840,  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  and  divers 
other  persons,  having  notice  of  the  premises,  became  sub- 
scribers to  the  said  stakes  for  the  said  year  1842;  and  the 
plaintiff  then  named  four  colts  and  one  filly  to  run  in  the 
said  race  in  the  said  year  1842;  and  the  defendant,  having 
like  notice  of  the   premises,  then  named  two  colts  and  one 
^ily  to  run  in  the  same  race ;  and  which  said  colts  and 
Allies  so  respectively  named  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, and  the   said  other  persons,  would  at  the   time 
90  as  aforesaid  fixed  for  the  said  race  being  run  be  three 
Jears  old.     And  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
-Slstof  December,  1840,  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
^d  that  the  plaintiff  and  the   said   other  persons,  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  then  respectively  promised  the 
defendant  that  he  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  other  persons 
^ould  respectively  observe  and   perform  all  things  which 
according  to  the  said  terms  were  on  their  parts  to  be  per- 
formed, the  said  defendant  promised  to  observe  and  perform 
all  things  which  according  to  the  said  terms  were  on  his  the 
VOL.  I. —  D.  M.  N  N 
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Cripps 

V. 

Hills. 
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tending  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  learned  judge  to  bav* 
told  the  jury  that,  the  defendant  being  in  statu  pupillari  a 
the  University,  the  articles  supplied  for  the  entertainmen 
of  his  friends  were  not  legally  necessaries. 

F.  V.  Lee  and  Piggoti  now  shewed  cause.  It  is  undis 
puted  that  the  items  supplied  for  the  plaintiff  during  hii 
illness  were  necessaries — whether  the  other  portions  of  the 
bill  consisted  of  necessaries  or  not  was  properly  a  questioi 
for  the  jury,  taking  into  consideration  the  rank  and  stalioi 
of  the  defendant,  and  was  properly  so  left  to  the  jury  by  thi 
learned  judge  :  Peters  v.  Fleming  {a).  The  proper  test  h 
that  the  articles  supplied  should  be  useful  and  suitable  tc 
the  rank  of  the  defendant,  if  so,  they  are  necessaries 
Brooker  v.  Scott  (b)  does  not  carry  the  rule  further  thar 
this.  The  fact  of  the  articles  not  being  all  intended  for  the 
exclusive  consumption  of  the  defendant  does  not  affect  the 
case,  if  such  a  consumption  was  suitable  to  his  rank  and 
condition  :  Hatuis  v.  Slaney  (c). 


Talfourd  Serjt.  contr^  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  who 
desired  to  hear  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  ol 
Cripps  v.  Hills  before  calling  upon  him. 


Cripps 

V. 

Hills. 


Debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Plea,  as  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, except  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  sum  of  2^L 
parcel,  8cc.,  nunquam  indebitatus. 

And  for  a  further  plea  as  to  the  said  causes  of  action 
except  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  sum  of  25/.  parcel,  &c. 
infancy. 

And  as  to  the  said  sum  of  25/.  parcel,  &c.,  payment  o 
that  sum  into  Court. 

Replication :  As  to  the  plea  of  the  defendant  by  hin 
first  above  pleaded,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  residue,  &c. 


(a)  6  M.  &  W.  42.         (6)  11  M.  &  W.  67.         (c)  8  T.  R.  578. 
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that  the  goods  therein  mentioned  were,  at  the  time  of  sale 
and  delivery,  necessaries  suitable  to  the  then  degree,  estate 
and  condition  of  the  defendant.     And  as  to  the  residue, 
tlat  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  whereunto  the  said  residue  re- 
lates, the  defendant  was  of  the  full  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  not  an  infant  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  defendant  hath  above  in  his  said 
second  plea  in  that  behalf  alleged* 

And  as  to  the  plea  of  the  defendant  by  him  lastly  above 
pleaded,  the  plaintiff  accepts  and  takes  out  of  the  said 
Court  the  said  sum  of  25/.  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  said  sum  of  25/.  parcel,  &c. 

The  rejoinder  traversed  the  allegation  in  the  replication, 
tfaat  the  goods  therein  mentioned  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  thereof,  necessaries  suitable  to  the  then 
degree,  estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant,  whereupon 
issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Oxford  Summer 
-Assizes,  in  the  year  1843,  before  Maule  J.  and  a  special 
jury,  when  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  cook  and 
Confectioner  at  Oxford,  and  the  defendant  the  son  of  a 
geatleman  of  property,  residing  at  the  time  the  articles  in 
question  were  furnished  in  Magdalen  Hall  as  an  under- 
graduate of  the  University,  with  an  allowance  from  his 
father  of  300/.  a-year.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  action  to 
>'ecover  the  sum  of  49/«  10s.  2d.  for  various  articles  of 
Cookery  and  confectionery  supplied  to  the  defendant  while 
lo  statu  pupillari  as  an  undergraduate  of  the  University  of 
Oxford  ;  the  substance  of  his  particulars  of  demand  being 
aa  follows : — 

£,    s.    d. 

Coffee,  toast,  &c 20     6    0 

Deserts,  luncheons,  &c.        .     .     13     5     9 
Meat,  game  dinners,  &c.  •     •     .     15   18     5 
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tending  that  it  was  the  doty  of  the  I  ^^^  called 

told  the  jury  that,  the  defendant  Ik'  ^^\^  eipeodi^ 

the  University,  the  articles  supr  comprised  in 

of  his  friends  were  not  legally  ^  ^  visit  to  the 

he  jury  to  say 
F.  V.  Lee  and  Piggott  aries  suitable  lo 

puted  that  the  items  r  ihe  defendant;  but 

illness  were  necessar  ^  of  the  defendant  being 

bill  consisted  of  ne  „  jnto  consideration  in  deter- 

for  the  jury,  taki  ^f  i|,e  articles  were  necessaries. 

of  the  defends-  ^  plaintiff  with  24/.  10«.  2d.  damages, 

learned  judf^  f  erm  following,  Talfourd  Seijt.  obtained 

that  the  ar       ^  ^  j^^^  ^^^^^  ^^  jj^^  ground  of  misdirectioni 

*^   '•"'    .iiich 
Broo^ 

^*'    (fkately  and  f  .  V.  Lee  now  shewed  cause.     The  rule 
'     ^1  obtained  on  the  authority  of  Brooker  v.  Scoit  {a\  that 
/^e  Court  will  look  into  the  bill  and  decide  the  question  of 
necessaries  from  a  comparison  of  the  articles  with  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  in  which  the  defendant  was  placed  at 
the  time.     But  this  has  always  been  a  question  for  the  jury 
and  not  for  the  Court ;  it  arises  on  the  traverse  of  the 
replication,  that  the  goods  were  suitable  to  the  then  degree, 
estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant,  and  is  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  decided  by  them  on  a  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  was  properly  left  to  them  by  the 
learned  judge.    All  the  authorities  concur  that  if  any  single 
article  in  the  bill  may  fall  within  the  description  of  necessa- 
ries, the  whole  must  be  left  to  the  jury :  Maddox  v.  MA- 
kr{b),  Brayshaw  v.  Eaton  (c).    The  cases  were  all  reviewed 
in  Peters  v,  Fleming  (d),     Parke  B.  there  says,  "  It  is  per- 
fectly clear,  from  the  earliest  times  down  to  the  present, 
the  word  necessaries  was  not  confined  in  its  strict  sense  to 
such  articles  as  were  necessary  to  the  support  of  life«  but 
extended  to  articles  fit  to  maintain  the  particular  person  in 

(a)  1 1  M.  &  W.  67.  (c)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  231 . 

(6)  1  M.  &  S.  738.  (d)  6  M.  &  W.  42. 
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'<>gree  of  life  in  which  he  is,  and 

'^  *he  word  necessaries  in  its  un- 

^'«  qualification   pointed  out. 

s,  whether  there  was  any 

^^  ^f  these  articles  were 

*V  iford  V,  Fenwick{a) 

\  k  aries  or  not  necessaries 

\  ^t  for  the  Court.     That  was 

clothes  and  laces  for  the  defend- 

x^lea,  infancy.     "  Replication,  that  at 

a  was  son  and  heir  apparent  of  Sir  jR.  F., 

^nsent  of  his  father  in  treaty  of  marriage  with 

filter  of  the  Earl  of ,  and  these  things  were  for 

.ading  clothes."  Demurrer  to  the  replication.  Wild  J. 
tlieresays,  ^  By  his  demurrer  he  hath  confest  them  to  be 
Decestaries ;  the  defendant  should  have  come  and  rejoined 
tbtt  tbey  were  not  necessaries,  and  so  upon  the  issue  the 
jvry  would  have  tried  it."  Here  the  question  has  been 
ubmitted  to  a  special  jury  of  the  county,  who  were  the 
proper  parties  to  decide  whether  the  articles  supplied  were 
necessaries  according  to  the  rank  and  condition  of  the  de- 
fendant. The  fact  that  the  defendant's  father  provided  him 
with  a  competent  allowance  does  not  render  the  defend- 
ttt  incapable  of  contracting  for  necessaries  upon  credit ; 
Bm^hart  ▼.  HaU(b);  and  by  sanctioning  the  expenditure, 
tke  father  relieved  the  plaintiff  from  any  inquiry  into  the 
Meiidaot*8  station  and  circumstances,  which  might  under 
otber  circumstances  have  been  incumbent  on  him :  Dalion 
v.Gtft(c). 
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Taffimrd  contri.  The  rule  is  one  of  great  importance. 
TIm  replication,  that  the  articles  were  necessaries  suitable 
to  the  then  degree,  estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant, 
not  only  involves  the  rank  of  the  defendant  and  his  position 
in  the  world,  but  his  condition  as  an  undergraduate  of  the 


(«)  Carter,  215.        (6)  4  M.  &  W.  727.        (c)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  198. 
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It  was  proTed  by  the  father  of  the  defendant,  who  was  caHe< 
as  a  witness,  that  he  was  aware  of  a  part  of  this  expendi 
ture,  and  had  partaken  of  some  of  the  articles  comprised  ii 
the  plaintiff's  bill  at  his  son's  rooms  while  on  a  visit  to  thi 
University.  The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  sa^ 
whether  the  articles  supplied  were  necessaries  suitable  t( 
the  then  degree,  estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant ;  bu 
he  did  not  direct  them  that  the  fact  of  the  defendant  bein] 
ill  statu  pupillari  was  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  deter 
mining  whether  all  or  any  of  the  articles  were  necessaries 
The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  with  24/.  10s.  2<f«  damages 
In  Michaelmas  Term  following,  Talfourd  Serjt.  obtainet 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirectioi 
against  which 


Whately  and  F.  V.  Lee  now  shewed  cause.     The  rul 
was  obtained  on  the  authority  of  Brooker  v.  Scott  (a),  tfaa 
the  Court  will  look  into  the  bill  and  decide  the  question  a 
necessaries  from  a  comparison  of  the  articles  with  the  pai 
ticular  circumstances  in  which  the  defendant  was  placed  a 
the  time.     But  this  has  always  been  a  question  for  the  jui 
and  not  for  the  Court;   it  arises  on  the  traverse  of  tl 
replication,  that  the  goods  were  suitable  to  the  then  degr« 
estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant,  and  is  a  question  < 
fact  to  be  decided  by  them  on  a  view  of  all  the  circtiin 
stances  of  the  case,  and  was  properly  left  to  them  by  the 
learned  judge.    All  the  authorities  concur  that  if  any  siogfe 
article  in  the  bill  may  fall  within  the  description  of  necessa- 
ries, the  whole  must  be  left  to  the  jury :  Maddox  v.  Mil- 
ler (b),  Brayshato  v.  Eaton  {c).    The  cases  were  all  reviewed 
in  Peters  v.  Fleming  (d).     Parke  B.  there  says,  "  It  is  per- 
fectly clear,  from  the  earliest  times  down  to  the  present, 
the  word  necessaries  was  not  confined  in  its  strict  sense  to 
such  articles  as  were  necessary  to  the  support  of  life,  but 
extended  to  articles  fit  to  maintain  the  particular  person  in 


(fl)  llM.&W.  67. 
(6)  1  M.  &  S.  738. 


(c)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  231. 

(d)  6  M.  &  W.  42. 
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the  state,  Btation  and  degree  of  life  in  which  be  is,  and 
therefore  we  must  not  take  the  word  necessaries  in  its  un- 
qualified sense,  bat  with  the  qualification  pointed  out. 
Then  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there  was  any 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  any  of  these  articles  were 
of  that  description.^  The  case  of  Rainford  v.  Fenwick  (a) 
shews  that  the  question  of  necessaries  or  not  necessaries 
was  always  for  the  jury,  and  not  for  the  Court.  That  was 
indebitatas  assumpsit  for  clothes  and  laces  for  the  defend- 
ant and  bis  servant  Plea,  infancy.  ''  Replication,  that  at 
the  time  defendant  was  son  and  heir  apparent  of  Sir  jR.  F., 
and  was  by  consent  of  his  father  in  treaty  of  marriage  with 

the  daughter  of  the  Earl  of ,  and  these  things  were  for 

wedding  clothes."  Demurrer  to  the  replication.  Wild  J. 
there  says,  **  By  his  demurrer  he  hath  confest  them  to  be 
necessaries ;  the  defendant  should  have  come  and  rejoined 
thit  they  were  not  necessaries,  and  so  upon  the  issue  the 
jury  would  have  tried  it."  Here  the  question  has  been 
aobmitted  to  a  special  jury  of  the  county,  who  were  the 
proper  parties  to  decide  whether  the  articles  supplied  were 
necessaries  according  to  the  rank  and  condition  of  the  de- 
fendant. The  fact  that  the  defendant's  father  provided  him 
with  a  competent  allowance  does  not  render  the  defend- 
ant incapable  of  contracting  for  necessaries  upon  credit ; 
Bn^hart  ▼.  HaU(b);  and  by  sanctioning  the  expenditure, 
the  father  relieved  the  plaintiff  from  any  inquiry  into  the 
defendant's  station  and  circumstances,  which  might  under 
other  circumstances  have  been  incumbent  on  him :  Dalton 
y.Gib{c). 
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Talfburd  contri.  The  rule  is  one  of  great  importance. 
The  replication,  that  the  articles  were  necessaries  suitable 
to  the  then  degree,  estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant, 
not  only  involves  the  rank  of  the  defendant  and  his  position 
mtbe  world,  but  his  condition  as  an  undergraduate  of  the 


(fl)  Carter,  2 15.        (6)  4  M.  &  W.  727.        (c)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  198. 
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university  of  Oxford.  The  question  of  necessaries  is 
mixed  one  of  law  and  fact,  and  as  such  to  be  submittc 
to  the  jury,  who  are  to  exercise  their  judgment  upon  tl 
factSy  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  judge  as  to  the  la 
applicable  to  them.  The  law  is  correctly  laid  down 
Harrison  v.  Fane  {a).  That  was  an  action  for  the  hire  ; 
horses  and  gigs  by  an  infant,  an  undergraduate  of  Oxfo 
at  the  time.  The  learned  judge  there  told  the  jury  th 
the  hiring  of  horses  and  gigs  was  not  necessary  for  a  pers< 
in  the  defendant's  circumstances^  and  that  necessaries  we 
such  things  as  the  defendant  in  his  station  of  life  could  n 
do  without.  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plai 
tiff,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  set  it  aside  as  perven 
It  cannot  be  said  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  defendant 
his  condition  of  undergraduate  of  the  university,  and  suj 
plied  at  the  table  of  his  college  with  necessary  meat  ar 
drink,  to  give  parties  for  the  entertainment  of  his  friend 
or  that  articles  supplied  in  relation  to  such  a  purpose  a 
things  which  the  defendant  in  his  position  could  not  i 
without 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — These  cases  which  have  been  s 
frequently  before  the  Court  render  it  necessary  to  lay  dowi 
some  rule  which  may  be  capable  of  being  easily  applied. 
The  law  has  been  most  correctly  stated  by  my  brother 
Parke  in  the  case  of  Peters  v.  Flemir^  (6).  The  plaintiff 
alleges  in  the  replication,  that  the  goods  mentioned  in  the 
declaration  were  necessaries  suitable  to  the  then  degree, 
estate  and  condition  of  the  defendant  This  he  is  to  make 
out  Now  what  are  properly  necessaries  for  a  person  at 
college  in  statu  pupillari,  supplied  from  his  college  with  all 
he  wants  and  a  large  allowance  from  his  father  ?  I  think 
the  learned  judge  would  have  been  clearly  justified  m 
directing  the  jury  that  all  that  had  been  supplied  for  the 
entertainment  of  the  defendant's  friends  could  not  be  ne- 
cessaries, and  that  the  bills  afforded  no  evidence  to  charge 


(fl)  1  M.  &  Gr.  550. 


(6)  6  M.  &  W.  42. 
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the  defeodant  with  the  payment  of  those  items.  This  was 
all  ihe  Court  meant  to  say  in  Brooker  v.  Scoit  (a),  that  the 
bill  there  did  not  afford  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  articles 
were  necessaries  suitable  to  the  defendant's  then  condition. 
The  circumstances  under  which  they  have  been  supplied 
in  the  present  instance  afford  evidence,  on  the  contrary,  to 
disprove  their  necessity.  In  Peters  v.  Fleming {b)  it  was  said 
that  a  judge  could  not  withdraw  from  the  consideration  of 
the  jury,  whether  a  watch  was  not  a  necessary  thing  for  a 
joung  man  at  college,  of  the  age  of  eighteen  or  nineteen, 
to  have ;  and  properly  so,  for  a  watch  might  be  useful  to  a 
person  so  circumstanced,  and  it  is  for  the  jury,  within  the 
defined  limit  of  whether  the  thing  is  capable,  according  to 
the  position  of  the  defendant,  of  being  requisite  for  him,  to 
say  whether  it  is  so  or  not.  But  mere  articles  of  luxury, 
supplied  to  the  defendant  for  the  entertainment  of  others, 
could  under  no  circumstances  be  necessaries  suitable  to 
his  condition  as  an  undergraduate.  This  may  seem  hard 
upon  tradesmen  at  the  university,  but  they  should  either 
lend  in  their  bills  at  shorter  periods,  and  give  no  further 
credit  until  payment  of  what  is  due,  or  deal  for  ready 
money  only.  The  Court  can  only  look  at  the  rule  of  law, 
which  has  been  clearly  stated,  and  it  is  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance that  it  should  be  strictly  kept. 
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Coleridge  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
nimy  instances  the  question  must  be  altogether  for  the 
Court;  for  example,  in  the  case  of  diamond  rings  and  such 
articles  as  are  purely  ornamental,  and  cannot  be  requisite 
for  any  one,  a  judge  would  be  clearly  warranted  in  telling 
the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  necessaries  in  such 
a  case.  But,  where  the  articles  are  not  strictly  of  that  de- 
scription, but  of  a  nature  that  may  or  may  not  be  requisite 
for  the  defendant,  there  the  jury  are  to  take  into  considera- 
tion bis  circumstances  and  station  in  deciding  whether  they 
are  so  or  not.     1  will  only  add  to  what  was  said   by  my 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  67.  (6)  6  M.  &  W.  42. 
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brother  Parke  in  Peters  v.  FUming  (a)  this,  that,  although 
the  replication  involves  the  station  and  condition  of  the 
party,  still  the  question  all  hinges  on  what  are  necessaries. 
And  this  comes  back  to  what  is  said  by  the  Court  in 
Brooker  v.  Scott  {b),  that  such  things  as  form  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  bill,  if  unexplained,  are  not  necessaries  for 
a  person  at  college  in  statu  pupillari.  The  tradesmen  have 
a  safe  course  to  follow,  namely,  to  give  no  credit.  In  one 
of  these  cases  the  bill  extends  over  a  period  of  two  years  and 
a  half.  Such  credit  can  only  be  given  to  induce  young  men 
at  the  university  to  run  up  a  bill.  It  is  the  duty  of  those 
who  supply  the  articles  to  see  that  they  are  paid  for  in 
reasonable  time,  if  not  they  must  take  the  consequences. 


WiGHTMAN  J. — I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord  and  mj 
brother  Coleridge.     In  the  first  case  the  question  was  left 
by  me  to  the  jury  in  the  words  of  the  replication.     It  was 
contended  that  these  had  reference  to  the  defendant's  sta- 
tion in  society,  and  not  to  his  position  as  an  undergraduate 
at  the  university ;  and  it  appeared  that  he  associated  witYi 
persons  of  at  least  as  high  rank  as  himself.     I  think,  hoiw- 
ever,  that  I  left  the  question  too  much  at  large,  and  did  im^t 
sufficiently  point  out  to  the  jury  that  the  items  in  the  b^iU 
were  to  be  construed  in  reference  to  the  defendant's  pc^  si- 
tion  at  the  university  in  statu  pupillari,  and  that  I  ought     to 
have  told  them  that  in  no  case  could  goods  supplied  for  ^C^h^ 
entertainment  of  others  be  considered  as  necessaries    '^^^ 
the  defendant  in  his  then  position,  but  that  if  he  wished      to 
give  such  entertainments  he  must  pay  for  them  with  re^^^J 
money. 

Rule  absolute^ 


(a)  6M.&W.42. 


(6)  11M.&W.67. 
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Greville  V.  Chapman  and  others.  Saturday, 

February  lOth. 

Libel.     The  declaration  stated,  that  before  and  at  the  In  case  for 

r   f  •    '  r    t  '  .iiri  libel,  the 

time  of  toe  committing  of  the  grievances  by  the  defendants  declaration 

as  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  May,  1842,  a  *u®^?^in|*iff 

certain  race  called  the  Derby  Race  had  been  and  was  run  was  a  member 

at  a  certain  place  called  Epsom  Downs  near  Epsom,  in  ciub  and  sul- 

Surrey,  by  and  between  a  certain  horse  called  Attila,  and  a  scriber  to  the 

certain  other  horse  called  Robert  de  Gorham,  and  divers  at^£^m,and 

other  horses,  for  certain  stakes,  amounting  altogether  to  a  ^*^  '^'^^T 

.  ,         ....  ,.  .  dra^^nahorse 

large  sum,  to  wit,  9100/.,  subscribed  by  divers,  to  wit,  182  which  he  in- 

subscribers,  and  said  race  had  been  won  by  said  horse  ?f°u®^  to  run; 

•'it  then  set  oat 

called   Attila,  and  said   horse  called  Robert  de  Gorham  words  impu- 

came  in  second  horse  in  said  race,  and  in  the  running  of  piafndff  that 

laid  race  beat  said  other  horses,  except  said  horse  called  ne  had  entered 

Attila.     That  before  said  race  was  so  run  as  aforesaid,  a  run  for  those 

certain  horse  called  Canadian  had  been  and  was  entered  as  s^al^es,  and 

r     •       I  r  I  II  afterwards 

one  of  the  horses  for  running  the  same,  and  the  owner  withdrawn 

thereof  was  entitled  to  have  the  same  run  in  said  race,  or  ^*"         / 

purpose  ot 

to  withdraw  same  from  the  running  in  same  as  he  might  getting  an  un- 
Uiiok  fit.  That  after  said  horse  called  Canadian  had  been  o^verVrti'es*^^ 
«o  entered  to  run  said  race,  and  a  short  time  before  said  with  whom  he 

had  hcavv 

face  was  so  run  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  May,  1842,  wagers  on  the 

plaintiff  became  and  was  the  purchaser  of  the  said  horse  ^^^^^  ^V^j 
.  '^  .  race :  Heldy 

^Ued  Canadian,  and  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  said  that  the  action 

"•ace  was  run  as  aforesaid,  and  also  at  the  time  when  the  ^^"wheiher"^ 

*aid  horse  called  Canadian  was  withdrawn  from  the  said  or  not  the 

■"ace  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  the  owner  of  the  said  jj,  ^|,i^,|,  |i,g 

Wse  called  Canadian;  and,  but  for  the  unfitness  of  the  declaration 
...  .        .      /.  ...  shewed  the 

<ame  to  run  the  said  race,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  it  was  plaintiff  to  be 

the  intention  of  plaintiff  that  the  same  should  run,  and  the  «Dg^ed  were 

aame  would  have  run,  in  the  same.     That  a  short  time     A  witness, 

R  member  of 
the  Jockey  Club,  was  asked  whether  in  his  opinion  the  conduct  thus  imputed  to  the 
plaintiff  was  honourable,  which  he  answered  in  the  negative.  Held,  tliat  the  evidence 
was  admissible,  the  question  having  been  put  in  re-examination,  to  explun  a  former 
statement  of  the  witness  on  cross-examination,  that  entering  and  withdrawing  a  horse 
after  betting  on  it  was  not  contrary  to  any  regulation  of  the  Jockey  Club. 
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before  said  race  was  run  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  £2nd 
May,  1842|  the  said  horse  called  Canadian  was  discovered 
to  be  and  was  lame,  and  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd 
May,  1842,  carried  and  conveyed  in  a  van  to  Epsom  afore- 
said, in  order  that  the  said  last  mentioned  horse  might  run 
in  the  said  race  if  he  should  be  able,  or  in  a  fit  and  proper 
state  so  to  do.     That  the  said  horse  continued  to  be  and 
was  lame  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid  until  a  cer- 
tain other  day  shortly  before  the  said  race  was  run,  to  wit, 
until  Tuesday  the  24th  May,  1842,  when  the  said  horse 
being  and  continuing  lame  and  unfit  to  run,  and  incapable 
of  running  in  the  said  race,  and  being  then  in  such  a  state 
that  it  would  have  been  injurious  to  the  said  horse  called 
Canadian  to  run  in  the  said  race,  the  said  plaintiff  withdrew 
the  said  last  mentioned  horse  from,  and  would  not  suffer 
or  permit  him  to  run  in  the  said  race,  nor  did  the  same  run 
then.     And  the  said  plaintiff  saith  that  at  the  time  of  the 
withdrawing  of  the  said  horse  from  the  said  race  as  afore- 
said, there  was  no  probability  that  the  said  horse  could 
recover  his  said  lameness  in  time  to  run,  or  be  fit  or  capable 
to  run  in  the  said  race,  and  that  the  said  horse  continued 
and  was  lame  and  unfit  and  incapable  to  run  in  the  said 
race  until  and  at  the  time  when  the  same  was   run    ^s 
aforesaid.     That  before  the  running  of  the  said  race,  3.v^ 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievaca<^^ 
by  defendants  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  divers  persons  f.^^^ 
associated  themselves  together,  and  formed  a  club  call^<' 
the  Jockey  Club,  and  plaintiff  had  become   and   was  ^ 
member  of  that  club.     That  also  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  committing  of  the  grievances  by  defendants  as  herein- 
after mentioned,  the  principal  and  ordinary  signification  zud 
meaning  of  the  statement  or  the  term  that  a  person  had 
betted    10,000  to  300  against  a  horse  entered  and  engaged 
for  running  a  race  with  another  horse  or  horses,  was  and 
still  is,  that  he  had  betted  and  wagered  with  another  person 
10,000/.  to  300/.  that  such  horse  would  not  win  such  race, 
and  that  such  last  mentioned  person  had  betted  and  wagered 
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with  him  300/.  to  10,000/.  that  such  horse  would  win  said 
race.    That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
grievances  by  defendants  as  hereafter  mentioned,  the  prin- 
cipal and  ordinary  signification  and  meaning  of  the  statement 
or  term,  that  a  person  had  betted  10,000/.  to  100/.  against  a 
horse  entered  and  engaged  for  running  a  race  with  another 
horse  or  horses,  was  and  still  is,  8cc.  (Then  followed  a  similar 
explanation  to  that  above  set  out  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
first  mentioned  bet.)     That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  by  defendants  as  hereafter  men- 
tioned, the  principal  and  ordinary  signification  and  meaning 
of  a  statement  or  the  term,  that  a  person  had  laid  the  odds 
to  the  amount  of  1500/.  more,  when  made  and   used   in 
reference  to   a   previous  statement  that  such  person  had 
betted  and  wagered  with  another  person  or  persons  a  larger 
sum  of  money  to  a  less  sum  that  a  horse  entered  and  engaged 
to  run  a  race  with  other  horses  would  not  win  such  race, 
was  and  still  is  that  he  had  still  further  betted  and  wagered 
with  another  person  or  persons  to  the  amount  of  1500/.  to 
a  sum  or  sums  not  amounting  to  1500/.  that  such  horse 
vrould  not  win  such  race.     Yet  defendants  well  knowing 
Ac  premises,  but  contriving  and  wickedly  and  maliciously 
intending  to  injure  plaintiff  in   his  good  name,  fame  and 
Credit,  and  to  bring  him  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  con- 
^mpt  and  disgrace,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and 
believed  that  he  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  guilty  of 
the  misconduct  hereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  imputed 
to  bis  charge,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  £9th  May,  1842,  in 
t  certain    newspaper   called    the    Sunday  Times,    falsely, 
wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  publish  a  certain  false,  scan- 
dalous, malicious  and  defamatory  matter  following  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said 
race  so  run  as  aforesaid,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said 
horse  called  Canadian,  and  the  said  horse  called  Robert  de 
Gorham,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  horse  called  Cana- 
dian having  been  so  entered  and  engaged  to  run  the   said 
race,  and  of  and  concerning  the  same  having  been  so  taken 
VOL.  I. — D.  M.  o  o 
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to  Epsom  as  aforesaid,  and  of  aod  concerning  the  with- 
drawing of  the  said  horse  called  Canadian  from  the  said 
o.  race  as  aforesaid,  and  of  and  concerning  Tuesday  the  24tb 

Chapman,     ^f  May,  1842,  and  alao  of  and  concerning  the  said  asso- 
ciation and  club  called  the  Jockey  Club,  that  is  to  say  : 
''  And  now  to  wind  up  with  a  few  words  on  the  Canadian 
affair,^  (meaning  the  withdrawing  of  said  horse  from  said 
race  as  aforesaid.)     ''To  what  a  degree  of  degradation  and 
contempt  is  the  Jockey  Club"  (meaning  the  said  association 
or  club  called  the  Jockey  Club)  ''  reduced,  when  its  awn 
members,  the  turf  legislators  themselves,  laugh  to  scorn  the 
power  of  its  laws,  and  publicly  and  unblushingly  charge 
each  other  with  practising  a  most  iniquitous  system  of  turf 
trickery  and  deceit.     The  scene  that  was  enacted  at  the 
Spread  Eagle  at  Epsom  on  Tuesday  night/'  (meaning  the 
night  of  Tuesday  the  24th  of  May,  1842,  aforesaid,)  '*  will, 
it  is  to  be  hoped,  from  the  exposure  that  took  place,  operate 
as  a  caution  to  the  honest  better  to  distrust  the  man,  how- 
ever high  his  rank,  who,  after  having  laid  his  thousands 
against  a  horse,  becomes  its  purchaser  within  a  few  weeks 
before  the  race  comes  off,  for  which  that   horse  by  his 
public  performances  had  elevated  himself  into  very  high 
favour,  and  to  whose  capabilities  there  is  every  probability 
attached  that  he  will  pull  triumphantly  through.    Canadian*^ 
(meaning  said  horse  called  Canadian,)  ''the  stable  conr^* 
panion  of  Robert  de  Gorham,"  (meaning  said  horse  call  ^d 
Robert  de  Gorham,)  "  could  give  the  latter  a  large  lump     <' 
weight,  and  still  beat  him  cleverly.     What  conclusion  tk  '^^^ 
may  we  draw  from  this  fact  as  to  the  probable  issue  of  t^  ^< 
Derby"  (meaning  said  race  called  the  Derby)  "  had  Cat — ^* 
dian"  (meaning  said  horse  called  Canadian)  started.*'  (me^^' 
ing  started  in  said  race.)     **  But  Canadian"  (meaning  s^^' 
horse  called  Canadian)  was  sold,  and  a  lame  excuse  is  beti**^^ 
than  no  excuse  at  all.     The  horse"  (meaning  said  ho^^^ 
called   Canadian)  **  is  however  brought  to  the  appoint  ^^ 
place  of  contest ;  the  deception  is  carried  on  until  the  v^^f 
day  before  the  race"  (meaning  said  race,)  *'  and  then  tfc^ 
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bubble   bursts.    The   horse"  (meaning  said  horse  called 
Canadian)  *'  is  at  the  eleventh  hour,  nearly,  discovered  to  be 
lame,  and  must  therefore  be  drawn,  (meaning  withdrawn 
from  said  race.)     ^  Was   the  horse"  (meaning  said  horse 
called  Canadian)  '*  lame  when  he  got  into  the  van  i  or  when 
he  came  out  of  it?     That's  the  question.     Why,  it  was 
fearlessly  declared  in  the  presence  of  a  large  body  of  the 
sporting  fraternity,  at  the  place  previously  alluded  to,  that 
the  then  owner  of  Canadian"  (meaning  plaintiff)  "  had,  on 
the  Thousand  day  at  Newmarket,  stated  that  he"  (meaning 
plaintiff)  '^  had  betted   10,000  to  300  against  the  horse," 
(meaning  said  horse  called  Canadian,)  *'  and  which  bet  he" 
meaning  the  plaintiff)  *'  considered  at  the  time  that  it  was 
laid  to  be  a  good  one;  that  when  Canadian"  (meaning  said 
horse  called  Canadian)  fell  lame,  he  had  betted    10,000  to 
100  against  him"  (meaning  said    horse  called  Canadian,) 
"ind  that  on  that  very  day"  (meaning  Tuesday  the  24th 
May^  1842,  aforesaid,)  "  he"  (meaning  plaintiff) ''  had  laid 
the  odds  to  the  amount  of  1500/.  more.     If  this  statement 
is  correct,  and  there  is  little  doubt  of  it,  for  the  integrity  of 
the  gentleman  who  made  it  cannot  be  impugned,  and  he 
^ea  offered  to  appear  before  any  tribunal  and  take  oath 
^8  to  its  truth,  then  the  denouncements  that  the  Canadian 
affair"  (meaning  the  vrithdrawing  of  the  said  horse  called 
Canadian  from  said  race  as  aforesaid)  "  was  nothing  short 
^f  an  infernal  robbery,  are  fully  justified,  and  an  indelible 
^lot  will  henceforth  rest  on  the  escutcheons  of  those  per- 
sons" (meaning  amongst  others  the  plaintiff)  who  perpe- 
^ted   it."     By  means  of  the  committing  of  which   said 
grievance  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  hath 
been  and  is  greatly  injured  in  his  said   good  name,  fame, 
^nd  credit,  and  brought  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and 
disgrace,  with  and  amongst  all  his  neighbours,  and  other 
good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this   realm,  insomuch  that 
divers  of  those  neighbours  and  subjects  to  whom  the  inno* 
cence  and  integrity  of  plaintiff  in  the  premises  were  un- 
known, have,  on  account  of  the  committing  of  the  said 
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grievances  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  from  thence 
hitherto  suspected  and  believed,  and  still  do  suspect  and 
believe^  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  guilty  of  the  misconduct 
so  as  aforesaid  imputed  to  his  charge,  and  have  by  reason 
of  the  committing  of  the  said  several  grievances  by  the 
defendant  as  aforesaid,  from  thence  hitherto  wholly  refused, 
and  still  do  refuse,  to  have  any  transaction,  acquaintance, 
or  discourse  with  the  plaintiff,  as  they  were  before  used 
and  accustomed  to  have,  and  otherwise  would  have  had, 
and  the  plaintiff  hath  been  and  is  by  means  of  the  premises 
otherwise  greatly  injured. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  several  special 
pleas  by  way  of  justi6cation ;  and  issue  was  joined.     At  the 
trial  before  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  at  the  Surrey  Summer 
Assizes,  1842,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  publication  of  the 
libel  and  also  the  facts  of  the  case,  in  order  to  shew  the 
nature  of  the  libel.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  in 
fact,  before  his  purchase  of  Canadian,  betted  considerable 
sums  on  the  Derby  ensuing  after  the  purchase,  for  which 
that  horse  was  entered  to  run ;  but  that  the  plaintiff's  en- 
gagements were  such,  that  the  lameness  of  the  horse,  making 
him  unable  to  run,  rendered  the  plaintiff  a  loser  instead  o^ 
a  winner.     The  defendant  offered  no  evidence  in  suppor  ^ 
of  his  special  pleas,  but  his  counsel  urged  that  the  plainti  '^ 
must  be  nonsuited,  on  the  ground  that  on  his  own  sbewii^-* 
the  libel  was  published  respecting  an  illegal  transaction  ^S 

which  he  was  engaged,  namely,  the  betting  of  illegal  sun 

on  a  horse  race.      Lord  Abinger  reserved  the  objectio-^ 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  250/.,  with  leave  to  mo^i^ 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly  on  ticr^ 
authority  of  Morris  v.  Langdale  (a),  Hunt  v.  Bell  (ff& 
Manning  v.  Clement  {c),  Yrisarri  v.  Clement  {d);  and  al^^^ 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  reception  of  certa.  ^' 
illegal  evidence; 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  284. 

(b)  1  Bing.  1 ;  5.  C. 


7  Moore,  212. 


(c)  7  Bing.  362. 
Id)  3  Bing.  432. 
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nie8iger(a),  Hodges^BnA  Peacock  shewed  cause  in  the 
sittings   after  Michaelmas  Term,  1843.      The  supposed 
illegality   of  the   proceeding  in   which    the   plaintiff  was 
engaged,  and  out  of  which  the  libel  arose,  was  extracted 
here  by  the  cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses, 
and  not  in  support  of  any  defence  pleaded  by  the  defendant. 
But  such  a  defence  should  have  been   specially  pleaded, 
Fetiwick  V.  Laycoch{b)f  which  was  even  a  stronger  case 
than  the  present,  inasmuch  as  the  contract  which  the  plain- 
tiff  himself  there  sought  to  enforce  was  illegal.     The  cases 
cited  in  obtaining  the  rule  differ  from  the  present  in  this, 
that  the  imputations  which  the  libels  there  in  question  cast 
on  the  plaintiffs  were  such  as  were   so  closely  connected 
with  the  illegal  proceedings,  as  to  lose  their  libellous  cha- 
racter in    consequence  of  such    illegality;    not,   as   here, 
imputations  of  dishonourable  conduct  arising  out  of  trans- 
actions said   to  be  illegal,  but  independent  of  the  trans- 
actions themselves.     Thus  in    Morris  v.  Langdale{c)  the 
imputation  was  that  of  insolvency  as  a  stockjobber;  that  is, 
incapability  of  fulfilling  certain  contracts ;  it  was  held  that 
(be  plaintiff  must   shew  on   the   face  of  his  declaration 
(hat  the  contracts  were  legal.     ''  No  special  damage,"  it 
'9  there   said,  **  can  be  said  to  have   arisen  from  words 
^bich  may  import  an  accusation  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
^one  that  which  the  law  prohibits.**     Here,  the  accusation 
^^nnot  import  that  the  plaintiff  has   not  betted  illegally: 
^  t  imports  that  he  has  betted  illegally,  and  has  cheated  in 
^oing  so.     In  Hunt  v.  Belt{d)  the  plaintiff  himself  averred 
^n  his  declaration  the  legality  of  the  business   in  which 
^e  was  engaged,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  was  libelled, 
^iz.  the  keeping  a  tennis  court  for  various  pugilistic  pur- 
^)08e8,  among  others;  the  issue  being  on  not  guilty,  the 
^ury  were  of  opinion   that  the  business  was  not  lawful, 
^nd   the  Court   refused   to  disturb   their   verdict  for   the 
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(fl)  In  Mich.  Term  last  ^Nov.  27, 
1843),  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
WilUams,  Coieridge  and  Wightman 
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(6)  IQ.  B.  414;  S.  C.  IG.  & 
D.  27. 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  284. 

{d)  1  Bing.  1;  5.C.  7  Moore,  212. 
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defendaut.     In  Mannings.  Clement  {a)  aUo»  which  was 
libel  on  a  manufacturer  of  bitters,  the  legality  of  the  busini 
was  an  essential  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  it  w 
held  open  to  the  defendant  to  show  the  contrary. 
Yrisarri  v.  Clement  (6)  it  was  held  that  although  libel  dc 
not  lie  for  anything  written  against  a  party  touching  I 
conduct  in  an  illegal  transaction,  yet  it  lies  for  miscondi 
imputed  to  him  in  any  matter  independent  of  the  illej 
transaction,  though  arising  out  of  it,      "If  a  man  (ss 
Best  C.  J.)  is  guilty  of  an  illegal  transaction,  fraud  ul 
that  transaction  is  not  on  that  account  to  be  imputed 
him."     Suppose  that  in  the  present  instance  the  plaint 
had  confined   his  case  to  the  proof  of  publication,   t 
defendant  assuredly  could   not  have  called  witnesses 
prove  the  illegality  of  the  transaction  under  his  plea  of  r 
guilty ;  and,  if  not,  he  is  equally  unable,  under  the  sai 
plea,  to  pray  in  aid  evidence  which  has  been  elicited  frc 
plaintiff's  witnesses  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry. 

The  evidence  objected  to  was  given  in  the  followii 
manner.  A  witness,  a  member  of  the  Jockey  Club,  h 
been  asked  in  cross-examination,  whether  such  conduct 
that  imputed  to  the  plaintiff,  in  purchasing  a  horse  with 
view  to  withdraw  it  from  a  race  in  the  event  of  which  I 
was  interested  in  respect  of  wagers,  and  to  which  he  h] 
subscribed,  was  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Clu 
The  witness  answered  it  was  not.  The  object  of  tl 
question  plainly  was  to  impress  upon  the  jury  that  the 
was  no  libel  in  imputing  to  a  party  conduct,  which,  howev 
dishonourable  iu  itself,  was  sanctioned  by  the  rules  of  tl 
body  with  which  he  was  acting,  and  in  whose  good  opinic 
he  was  interested.  Upon  this  the  question  was  put, 
re-examination,  whether  in  the  witness's  opinion  8u< 
conduct,  although  it  might  not  be  contrary  to  the  letter  * 
the  institutions  of  the  club,  would  not  be  highly  disbonou 
able,  which  he  answered  in  the  affirmative.  The  evidenc 
must  be  taken  in  connexion  with  that  which  went  befon 
and  which  it  was  intended  to  explain. 

(«)  7  Bing.  362.  {b)  3  Bing,  432. 
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Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.,  E.  James,  and  J.  P.  Taylor, 
contri.     The  argument  proceeds  on  the  supposition  that 
the  libel  is  concerning  matter  altogether  collateral  to  the 
illegal  transaction,  which  is  not  the  case.    The  declaration 
alleges  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  run  or  withdraw 
his   horse  as  he  pleased,  which  was  proved  to  be  the  fact 
by  several  witnesses.     As  far  as  regards  the  Derby  Stakes, 
therefore,  it  is  no  imputation  on  the  plaintiff  that  he  was 
owner  of  a  horse  and  withdrew  him.     So  far,  he  merely 
gives  up  his  chance  of  winning  the  stakes.     But  when  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  laid  bets  against  the  horse, 
and    therefore  gains   by  its   withdrawal,   this   becomes  a 
charge  of  dishonourable  conduct.     Nor  does  any  point 
arise  on  the  pleadings.     Anything  which  shews  that  words 
spoken  or  written  were  used  in  a  sense  not  defamatory, 
may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.    There 
being  no  innuendo  which  was  sufficient  of  itself  to  imply  the 
libel,  the  plaintiff  had  necessarily  to  prove  the  nature  of 
the  charge  which  the  defendant  had  brought  against  him. 
The  simple  question  here  therefore  is,  does  the  dishonour- 
able conduct  imputed  immediately  arise  out  of  the  illegal 
bets,  or  is  it  only  collaterally  connected  with   them.     It 
is  admitted  that  in  the  former  case  the  action  would  not 
lie;  and  it  is  contended  that  this  distinguishes  Manning  v. 
Clement  {a)  from  the  present  case,  the  action  there  being 
touching  the  illegal  trade  itself.     But  in  Hunt  v.  Bell{b), 
^here   the  charge  against  the  plaintiff  was,  that  in  the 
^^urse  of  keeping  an  establishment,  which  the  jury  found 
to  be  illegal,  he  had  acted  with  dishonesty,  the  action  was 
Equally  held  not  maintainable,  and  if  that  case  be  law,  it 
applies   directly  to  the   present,   and   it   is  supported  in 
yritarri  v.  Clement  (c);  see  Holman  v.  Johnson  (rf).     [Lord 
Jienman  C.  J.  In  Hunt  v.  Bell  {b),  the  declaration  averred 
^hat  the  libel  charged  that  the  plaintiff,  "  as  such  owner,'' 
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'     1844.        i.  e.  as  owner  of  the  illegal  establishment,  had  made  cerUi 

f^^^^^        false  announcements.]     If  a  party  keeping  a  hazard  tabi 

V.  were  to  be  charged  with  playing  unfairly,  (unless  the  word 

CHAPMAir.     imputed  an  indictable  offence,  which  would  alter  the  case 

no  action  would   lie.      The   whole   is  under  the  gener; 

principle  according  to  which  the  law  refuses  protection  t 

parties  engaged  in  illegal  affairs  for  injuries  arising  direct! 

from  those  affairs ;  Stockdale  v.  Onwhyn  {a).     [Lord  Dei 

man  C.J.  referred  to  Stockdale  v.  Tarte{b).'\ 

As  to  the  point  of  evidence :  the  very  question  for  tfa 
jury  to  try  was,  whether  the  libel  imputed  dishooourabl 
conduct,  and  was  therefore  injurious  to  the  plaintiff's  chf 
racter.  The  Court  could  not  take  the  opinion  of  a  witnec 
whether  such  conduct  were  dishonourable  or  not.  Th 
question  is  said  to  have  been  put  merely  in  explanation  c 
what  had  gone  before,  but  that  was  unnecessary,  thoug 
evidence  as  to  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club  had  bee 
given,  and  was  not  at  all  altered  by  the  subsequent  answei 
Ramadge  v.  Ryan  (c),  Campbell  v.  Richards {d),  Wright} 
Doe  d.  Tatham  (e). 

Cur.  adv.  xmlt. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  th 
Court. — This  was  an  action  for  a  libel  on  the  plainti( 
imputing  that  he  had  entered  a  horse  to  run  for  certai 
stakes  at  Epsom  races,  and  had  afterwards  fraudulent! 
withdrawn  him  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  unfa 
advantage  over  other  persons  with  whom  he  had  laid  wagei 
on  the  expected  race.  A  justification  was  pleaded,  bi 
was  negatived  by  the  jury,  who  found  a  verdict  for  tfa 
plaintiff,  with  300/.  damages. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  two  grounds 
first,  that  plaintiff  presented  himself  by  his  evidence  as 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  173;  S.  C.  7  D.  (d)  5  B.  &  Ad.  840;  S.C.2^ 

&  K.  635.  &  M.  549. 
(6)  4  A.  &  £.  1016.  (c)  7  A.  &  E.  313 ;  S.  C.  H  I 

(c)  9  Bing.  333.  &  P.  305. 
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person  who  had  no  right  to  sue  in  a  court  of  justice  for 
injury  to  his  character.  The  objection  to  his  right  of  suing, 
from  being  engaged  in  horse  racing,  appears  on  the  record, 
but  in  truth  it  is  wholly  groundless.  For  even  if  running 
a  race  without  fraud  were  altogether  prohibited  by  the  law, 
still  the  party  infringing  its  provisions  would  not  thereby 
be  deprived  of  all  protection  to  his  character  in  other 
matters  connected  with  the  transaction;  (in  support  of 
which  proposition  numerous  authorities  were  quoted ;)  but 
moreover  the  fact  of  engaging  in  a  horse  race  is  not  in 
itself  an  illegal  act. 

Another  ground  for  a  new  trial  was  urged ;  an  improper 

question  supposed  to  have  been  allowed  in  the  examination 

of  Lord  John  Fitzroy^  an  important  witness  for  plaintiff, 

who  described  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  the  Jockey  Club 

in  settling  disputes  between  parties  engaged   on  the  turf. 

It  was  objected  that  the  question  related  to  the  view  which 

iQ  the  witness's  opinion  ought  to  be  taken  of  the  moral 

character  of  certain  regulations  made  by  the  Jockey  Club, 

^bus  transferring  to  the  witness  the  functions  of  the  jury. 

£ut  when  we  look  at  the  course  of  examination  of  that 

Hitness,  we  think  that  such  was  not  the   case.     The  libel 

declared  on  consisted  in  imputing  to  plaintiff  that  he  acted 

dishonourably   in   withdrawing  a    horse   which  had    been 

Entered  for  a  race.     It  appeared  in  evidence  that  he  was  a 

Member  of  the  Jockey  Club,  and  that  according  to  their 

^"iiles,  those  who  may  have  entered  their  horses  have  the 

^F^rivilege  of  withdrawing  them  before  the  race  is  run. 

The  witness  had  stated  that  disputes  on  such  occasions 

^^Jre  referred  to  the  Jockey  Club,  who  decide  according  to 

J  ^stice  and  equity.     In  his  cross-examination  he  was  asked 

"^^hether  the  rules  did  not  give  power  to  a  subscriber  to 

'^'^ithdraw  his  horse  at  his  own  pleasure,  without  assigning 

'^■Jy  excuse,  and  from  whatever  motive,  which  he  answered 

^►firmatively.     The  learned  judge  then  asked,  whether  in 

^K^e  opinion  of  the  witness  such    a  proceeding  would   be 

^^cording   to  justice  and  equity,  with  the  evident  design 
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of  ascertainiog  whether  the  Jockej  Club  would  be  likely 
to  saoction  it  with  their  approval,  and  whether  a  subscriber, 
actiog  from  the  frauduleot  motive  of  winning  wagers  laid 
by  him  against  his  own  horse,  would  be  entitled  to  the 
award  in  his  favour.  The  witness  answered  that  such  con- 
duct in  his  own  opinion  would  be  most  dishonourable. 
And  it  followed,  from  his  own  account  of  their  regulations, 
that  a  subscriber  so  acting  would  incur  disgrace  and  repro- 
bation, though  the  regulation  stated  in  general  terms,  od 
cross-examination,  and  without  the  qualification,  might 
have  led  to  the  contrary  conclusion. 

We  think  this  perfectly  free  from  objection,  and  even 
necessary  for  arriving  at  the  real  meaning  of  the  evidence. 


Rule  discharged. 


Febrmr^th.  The  QuEEN  v.  WiLLlAM  Smith,  Clerk,  (a) 

defendant  as^   MaN DAM  US  to  the  defendant,  being  the  vicar  of 

vicar  of  the      parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  in  the  county  of  Worcesi 
parish  of  St.       "^  ...... 

Faith,  Over-      commandmg  him  without  delay  to  restore  or  cause  to 

bury.to  restore  restored  one  Thomas  Harris  into  the  office  of  parish  cle 

the  prosecutor  ,  "^ 

to  the  office  of  and  sezton  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  afoi 

cler  an   sex-  ^^j^^  together  with  all  the  fees,  perquisites,  privileges  ai 


advantages  to  the  said  place  and  office  belonging  and  a 
pertaining. 


ton  of  the  said 
parish.  The 
return,  after 
alleging  the 
right  of  the  de- 
fendant as  vicar  to  remove  for  lawful  cause,  and  upon  any  vacancy  legally  arising 
nominate,  appoint  and  admit  a  legal  and  discreet  person  in  that  behalf,  stated  the  d 
missal  of  the  prosecutor  by  the  defendant  for  various  acts  of  misconduct,  alleging  the 
to  have  been  done  by  the  prosecutor  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  ai 
also  the  appointment  of  another  person  by  the  defendant  in  bis  place.  The  prosecoi 
in  his  first  plea,  admitted  the  right  as  alleged  by  the  vicar,  and  the  appointment  -^^ 
another  person  as  clerk  in  his  place,  but  pleaded  de  injuri4  as  to  the  residue  of  tW^^ 
return;  and  pleaded,  secondly,  that  he  was  not  before  the  removal  from  his  offic^^ 
summoned  by  the  defendant  to  answer  or  explain  the  charges  and  cause  of  dismiss^-'^ 
Demurrer. 

Held,  6rst,  that  the  return  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  prosecutor  had  had  aO 
opportunity  of  answering  the  charges  made  against  him  before  dismissal ;  secondly,  tha' 
the  second  plea  only  admitted  the  truth  of  the  charges  for  the  purposes  of  that  plea,  anc/ 
that  the  whole  record  hhewed  no  such  admission,  as  the  truth  of  the  charge  was  put  in 
issue  by  the  plea  de  injuria. 


The  QuKEV 

V. 
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The  defendaot  in  his  return  alleged  that  on  a  certain         1844. 
day,  to  wit,  &c.  he  was  duly  presented  to  and  inducted  into 
the  vicarage  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  in  the  county  of  Wor- 
cester, and  thereupon  became  and  was  and  thence  hitherto        Smith. 
had  been  and  still  was  the  vicar  of  the  said  parish  ;  that 
dnriog   all    the    time   aforesaid   the  divine  service  of  the 
Church  of  England  had  been  celebrated  by  him  as  such 
vicar  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  custom  and  order  of  the 
said  Church  and  according  to  the  rubric  in  that  behalf,  in  the 
parish  church  of  the  said  parish;  and  that  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid  and  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man 
runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  there  had  been  and  of  right 
ought  to  be  a  clerk  of  the  said  parish,  who  of  right  had  held 
and  enjoyed  and  of  right  ought  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  office 
of  sexton  of  the  said  parish  as  appurtenant  to  the  said  office 
of  clerk  of  the  said  parish,  and  that  during  all  the  time 
foresaid  it  of  right  belonged  and  appertained  to  the  defend- 
ant as  such  vicar  as  aforesaid  for  lawful  cause  in  that  behalf 
^fom  time  to  time  to  remove  from  the  said  office  of  clerk 
^nd  sexton  the  person  who  for  the  time  being  might  fill  the 
^ame,  and  from  time  to  time  to  nominate,  appoint  and 
^dmit  to  the  said  office  of  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said 
parish  upon  any  vacancy  legally  arising  therein  a  discreet 
^od  proper  person  in  that  behalf.     It  then  went  on  to 
allege  that  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  became  such 
>icar  as  aforesaid,  and  thence  up  to  the  time  of  his  removal, 
^e  prosecutor  was  acting  as  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said 
J^rish,  and  that  it  was  his  duty  as  such  clerk  and  sexton  to 
^ay  and  pronounce  in  a  decent  and  becoming  and  reverend 
^nanner  the  matters  and  responses  which,  according  to  the 
^rubric,  are  appointed  to  be  said  or  sung  in  churches  by  the 
S>cople  during  the  celebration  of  divine  service  in  the  church 
mccordiog  to  the  book  of  common  prayer  of  the  Church  of 
Xoglaod,  and  which  are  usually  said  in  the  church  of  a 
parish  by  the  clerk  of  such  parish.     That  on  divers  days, 
vrhilst  the  defendant  was  such  vicar  and  the  prosecutor  such 
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1844.         clerk  and  sexton,  (that  is  to  say,  setting  out  the  specific 
J/^X^^      days)  the  divine  service,  being  the  service  of  the  Church  of 
V.  England  appointed  to  be  celebrated  m  churches  on  those 

days  respectively,  was  celebrated  in  the  parish  church  of 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  in  the  county  of 
Worcester,  and  that,  in  the  celebration  of  the  said  service, 
the  defendant  as  the  vicar  of  the  said  parish  officiated  as 
the  minister  according  to  the  rubric ;  and  the  prosecutor,  as 
such  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said  parish  as  aforesaid,  said 
and  pronounced  the  matters  and  responses  which,*according 
to  the  rubric,  should  be  said  by  the  people  and  which  are 
usually  said  in  the  church  of  a  parish  by  the  clerk  of  such 
parish,  and  that  on  divers  of  the  said  days,  to  wit,  &c.  (set- 
ting out  the  days),  the  prosecutor,  in  the  course  of  the 
celebration  of  the  said  services  respectively  on  the  said  days 
respectively,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  did 
designedly  and  of  purpose  say  and  pronounce  the  matters 
and  responses,  which  it  was  his  duty  to  say  and  pronounce 
in  the  course  of  the  celebration  of  the  said  services,  in  an 
indecent  and  unbecoming  and  irreverent  tone  and  manner, 
thereby  wickedly  and  irreverently  intending  to  move,  and 
whereby  he  then  did  move,  divers  persons  then  present  io 
the  said  church  and  of  the  congregation  thereof  during  the 
celebration  of  the  said  services  (whose  names  were  not 
known  to  the  defendant)  to  irreverent  laughter  in  the  said 
church  during  the  celebration  of  the  said  services,  and 
whereby  divers  and  very  many  other  persons  then  of  the 
said  congregation  (whose  names  were  unknown  to  the 
defendant)  were  greatly  distressed  and  annoyed,  and  the 
defendant  himself  made  ill  and  obstructed  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties.  That,  on  each  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
days  and  times,  the  defendant  reproved  the  prosecutor 
because  of  the  premises,  and  requested  him  not  to  repeat 
the  aforesaid  conduct  in  future.  That  the  prosecutor  did, 
nevertheless,  on  certain  other  of  the  said  days  on  which  the 
said  services  were  celebrated  as  aforesaid,  to  wit  (setting 
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out  the  days),  being  after  he  had  been  guilty  of  the  conduct         1844. 
kit  aforesaid^  and  after  he  had  been  reproved  by  the  defend-    «,?^^^^ 
mt^  notwithstanding  such  reproofs,  in  the  celebration  of  v. 

the  said  services  in  the  said  last  mentioned  days  respectively,        Smith. 
fl/tti  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  with  a 
wicked  mind  and  designedly  and  of  purpose,  again  say  and 
pronounce    the    matters   and    responses  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  say  and  pronounce  in  the  course  of  the  celebration 
of  the  said  services  on  each  of  the  last  mentioned  days 
respectively  in  an  indecent,  unbecoming  and  irreverent  tone 
and  manner,  thereby  wickedly  and  irreverently  intending, 
&c.  as  in  the  former  part  of  the  return.    It  then  went  on  to 
allege  that  on  certain  other  of  the  said  days  on  which  the 
said  services  were  celebrated  in  the  said  church  as  afore- 
said, to  wit  (setting  out  the  days),  the  prosecutor  was,  during 
and  in  the  course  of  the  celebration  of  the  said  services  on 
the  said  last  mentioned  days,  in  the  sight  and  presence  and 
Staring  of  the  defendant,  drunk  and  intoxicated  and  affected 
by  and  with  intoxicating  drinks  and  liquors,  and  on  each  of 
those  last  mentioned  days  was,  by  reason  of  his  said  drunk- 
enness and  intoxication,  and  during  and  in  the  course  of  the 
celebration  of  the  said  services  in  the  said  church,  and  in 
^1^^  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  unable  to  say  or 
pronounce  the  matters  and  responses  so  to  be  said  by  him 
w  such  clerk  in  a  decent  or  becoming  or  reverent  manner, 
and  did  not  say  or  pronounce  the  same  or  any  of  them  in  a 
decent  or  becoming  manner,  but  during  and  in  the  course 
of  the  said  celebration  of  the  said  services  on  each  of  the 
wid  last  mentioned  days,  and  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 
the  defendant,  said  and  pronounced  the  said  matters  and 
responses  in  an  unbecoming,  indecent,  ludicrous  and  ridi- 
culous manner,  and  thereby  made  it  known  and  apparent 
to  all  the  congregation  then  in  the  said  church  and  present 
at  the  said  celebration  of  the  said  services,  being  very  many 
persons,  whose  names  were  unknown  to  the  defendant,  that 
he  the  prosecutor  was  drunk  and  intoxicated,  and  thereby 
on  each  of  those  days  moved  divers  and  very  many  of  the 
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said  congregation,  whose  names  were  unknown  to  the  de- 
fendant, to  indecent  and  irreverent  laughter  in  the  said 
church  during  the  celebration  of  the  said  services  on  each  of 
the  said  last  mentioned  days,  and  whereby  divers  and  very 
many  persons  of  the  said  congregation,  whose  names  were 
unknown  to  the  defendant,  were  greatly  distressed  and  an- 
noyed ;  that  the  defendant  thereupon  reproved  the  prosecu- 
tor in  the  last  mentioned  premises,  and  requested  him  not 
to  be  guilty  of  such  conduct  as  last  aforesaid  in  the  future 
celebration  of  divine  service  in  the  said  church.  And  that 
on  divers  others  of  the  said  days  on  which  the  said  services 
were  celebrated  in  the  said  church,  to  wit  (setting  out  the 
days),  being  days  after  he  had  been  guilty  of  the  conduct  last 
aforesaid  and  had  been  so  reproved  by  the  defendant  as  last 
aforesaid,  the  prosecutor,  notwithstanding  such  last  men- 
tioned reproof,  was,  during  and  in  the  course  of  the  celebra- 
tion of  the  said  services  respectively  on  each  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  days,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  defendant ^ 
again  drunk  ufid  intoxicated^  8cc.  (as  in  the  former  allega- 
tion). The  return  then  went  on  to  allege  that  on  a  certain 
day,  to  wit,  8cc.  (the  defendant  then  being  such  vicar  and  the 
prosecutor  then  being  such  clerk  as  aforesaid),  the  defend- 
ant prepared  to  administer  in  the  said  parish  church  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  aforesaid,  the  sacrament  of 
the  LfOrd's  Supper,  or  holy  communion,  to  divers  members 
of  the  church.  That  on  the  said  last  mentioned  day  the 
prosecutor,  well  knowing  the  premises  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  then  about  to  administer  the  said  sacrament, 
presented  himself  at  and  made  a  noise  and  disturbance  at 
the  communion  table  of  the  said  church  at  which  the  defend- 
ant was  about  to  administer  the  said  sacrament,  where- 
upon the  defendant  then  asked  the  prosecutor  if  he  intended 
to  partake  of  the  said  sacrament,  and  the  prosecutor  then 
in  the  said  church  and  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
defendant  said  he  did  not  intend  to  partake  of  the  said 
sacrament,  and  thereupon  the  defendant  then  requested  the 
prosecutor  to  leave  the  said  communion  table,  and  to  cease 
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from  making  such  noise  and  disturbance  and  to  depart  to  a         1844. 

convenient  distance  from  the  said  communion  table,  so  that    ,J!^]C^ 
...  .   .         .         ^    The  Queen 

he  might  not  obstruct  the  due  and  proper  admmistration  of  v. 

the  said  sacrament  to  such  as  were  willing  to  be  partakers  Smith. 
thereof,  but  the  prosecutor  then  refused  to  depart  from  the 
said  table  and  then  continued  to  make  such  noise  and  dis- 
turbance as  aforesaid  for  the  space,  to  wit,  of  half  an  hour, 
and  then  remained  so  near  to  the  said  table  and  in  such 
position  in  relation  thereto  and  to  the  persons  then  willing 
to  partake  of  the  said  sacrament  for  the  space,  to  wit,  of 
half  an  hour,  whereby  the  prosecutor  then  did  intend  to 
obstruct,  and  whereby  the  prosecutor  then  and  in  the  presence 
and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  and  in  the  said  church  and  at 
the  said  communion  table  thereof,  did  thereby  obstruct  the 
due  and  proper  administration  by  the  defendant  of  the  said 
sacrament  to  divers  and  very  many  members  of  the  church 
who  were  then  present  at  the  said  communion  table  willing 
to  be  partakers  of  the  said  sacrament,  whose  names  are  un- 
known to  the  defendant.  And  thereupon,  after  the  said 
several  premises,  and  for  and  because  of  the  misconduct  of 
the  said  Thomas  Harris  as  such  clerk  and  sexton  as  afore- 
said,a8  above  shewn  and  set  forth,  and  before  the  issuing  of 
tbe  said  writ,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1843,  the  defendant  did  in  due  form  of  law  remove 
t^e  prosecutor  from  the  said  office  of  clerk  and  sexton,  and 
^r  the  said  removal  of  the  said  T.  Harris  and  before  the 
issuing  of  the  said  writ,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  March  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1 843,  the  said  office  of  clerk  and  sex- 
ton then  being  lawfully  vacant  by  the  removal  of  the  said 
T.  Harris  therefrom  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant  nominated, 
Appointed  and  admitted  one  William  Darke,  being  a  dis- 
creet and  proper  person  in  that  behalf,  to  be  the  clerk  and 
seiton  of  the  said  parish  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  prosecu- 
tor, which  said  W.  Darke  thereupon  then  became  and  was 
and  thence  continually  hitherto  hath  been  and  still  is  the 
lawful  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said  parish. 

Plea :  And  the  said  7".  Harris,  he  being  the  person  who 
sued  and  prosecuted  the  said  writ  of  mandamus,  comes,  and 
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admitting,  as  in  the  return  mentioned,  that  the  defendant 
was  on  a  certain  day,  to  wit,  &c.  duly  presented  to  and  in- 
ducted into  the  vicarage  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  in  the 
county  of  Worcester,  and  thereupon  duly  became  and  was 
and  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  still  is  the  vicar  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, and  that  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  the  divine  service 
of  the  Church  of  England  has  been  celebrated  by  him  as 
such  vicar  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  customs  and  order 
of  the  said  church,  and  according  to  the  rubric  in  that  be- 
half, in  the  parish  church  of  the  said  parish;  and  that 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  from  time  whereof  the 
memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  there  has  been 
and  of  right  ought  to  be  a  clerk  of  the  said  parish,  which 
clerk  for  the  time  being,  at  all  times  from  the  time  whereof 
the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  of  right 
held  and  enjoyed  and  of  right  ought  to  hold  and  enjoy  the 
office  of  sexton  of  the  said  parish  as  appurtenant  to  the  said 
office  of  clerk  of  the  said  parish;  and  that  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid  it  of  right  belonged  and  appertained  to  him 
the  said  William  Smith  as  such  vicar  as  aforesaid,  for  lawful 
cause  in  that  behalf,  from  time  to  time  to  remove  from  the 
said  office  of  clerk  and  sexton  the  person  who  for  the  time 
being  might  fill  the  same,  and  from  time  to  time  to  nomi- 
nate, appoint  and  admit  to  the  said  office  of  clerk  and 
sexton  of  the  said  parish,  upon  any  vacancy  legally  arising 
therein,  a  discreet  and  proper  person  in  that  behalf;  and 
that  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  became  such  vicar  as 
aforesaid,  and  thence  up  to  the  time  of  his  the  prosecutor's 
removal  as  aforesaid,  he  the  prosecutor  was  the  acting  clerk 
of  the  said  parish,  and  by  reason  of  his  being  such  clerk 
held  and  filled  the  said  office  of  sexton  of  the  said  parish, 
and  so  was  acting  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said  parish ;  and 
that  during  all  the  time  while  he  the  prosecutor  was  such 
clerk  and  sexton,  it  was  the  duty  of  him  the  prosecutor  as 
such  clerk  and  sexton  to  say  and  pronounce  in  a  decent  and 
becoming  and  reverent  manner  the  matters  and  responses 
which,  according  to  the  rubric,  are  appointed  to  be  said  or 
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sung  in  churches  by  the  people  during  the  celebration  of 
divine  service  in  the  church  according  to  the  Book  of  Com-    xh*^*^^ 
moD  Prayer  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  which  are  v, 

usually  said  in  the  church  of  a  parish  by  the  clerk  of  such 
parish ;  and  that  the  defendant,  being  then  vicar  of  the  said 
parish,  did,  as  in  the  latter  part  of  the  return  mentioned, 
appoint  and  admit  one  W.  Darke  to  be  the  clerk  and  sex- 
ton of  the  said  parish  in  lieu  and  instead  of  him  the  prose- 
cutor,— for  a  plea,  nevertheless,  in  this  behalf,  saith,  that 
the  defendant  did  of  his  own  wrong  and  without  the  causes 
by  him  in  the  residue  of  the  said  return  alleged,  remove  him 
the  said  T.  Harris  from  the  said  office  of  clerk  and  sexton 
of  the  said  parish,  and  this  the  said  T.  Harris  prays  may  be 
inquired  of  by  the  country. 

And,  for  a  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  the  prosecutor  saith 
that  he  was  not  before  the  said  removal  from  the  said  office 
of  clerk  and  sexton  summoned  by  the  defendant,  or  any 
other  person  on  his  behalf,  to  answer  or  explain  the  charges 
and  causes  of  dismissal  in  the  said  return  alleged,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  or  his  conduct  in  respect  to  the  same.  And 
this  the  said  T.  Harris  is  ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Demurrer.  And  as  to  the  plea  of  the  said  T.  Harris  by 
him  lastly  above  pleaded,  the  said  W.  Smith,  clerk,  says  that 
the  said  last  plea  is  not  sufficient  in  law,  and  contains  no 
matter  sufficient  in  law  to  invalidate  or  avoid  the  cause 
shewn  by  the  said  W.  Smith,  clerk,  in  his  said  return  for  not 
restoring  or  causing  to  be  restored  the  said  T.  Harris  unto 
the  said  office  of  parish  clerk  and  sexton  of  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Faith,  Overbury,  in  the  said  writ  of  mandamus  men- 
^oned,  together  with  all  the  fees,  payments,  privileges  and 
advaotages  to  the  said  place  and  office  belonging  and  apper- 
taining, and  this  the  said  W.  Smith,  clerk,  is  ready  to  verify 
as  the  Court  shall  award. 

Kel/y  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (a).  The  question  raised 

(a)  During  the  term,  January  24,  before  Lord  Denmnn  C.  J.,  Tatte- 
sen,  Williams  and  Coleridge  Js. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  P  P 
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for  the  decision  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the  vicar  has  the 
power  of  dismissing  the  prosecutor,  being  his  clerk,  for  the 
conduct  stated  in  the  return,  which  took  place  in  his  pre- 
sence, without  first  summoning  him  to  deny  or  explain  the 
charges.  The  word '' charge"  is  not  properly  introduced 
into  the  plea.  If  there  had  been  a  charge  against  the  clerk, 
a  summons  and  hearing  might  have  been  necessary.  But 
here  no  charge  was  made,  the  vicar  himself  saw  and  heard 
all  that  took  place ;  he  could  not  compel  parties  to  accuse 
the  clerk  or  to  support  the  accusation  by  testimony,  but  he 
was  himself  the  witness  of  the  fact  as  well  as  the  judge  of 
it.  The  distinction  here  is  that  the  return  does  not  allege 
a  conviction  on  a  charge  of  misconduct,  but  the  fact  of 
misconduct ;  and  the  admission  in  the  plea  is  cot  that  the 
prosecutor  was  convicted  of  doing  the  acts  alleged,  but  that 
he  did  them  designedly,  and  upon  being  reprimanded  by  the 
vicar  repeated  them  under  circumstances  of  aggravation. 
This  is  inconsistent  with  any  defence,  even  that  of  insanity, 
for  then  the  matter  stated  in  the  return  would  not  be  true, 
namely,  that  the  prosecutor  did  those  things  designedly. 
Again,  they  are  all  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  the  hear- 
ing and  presence  of  the  vicar,  which  does  away  with  the 
necessity  for  a  summons  and  hearing.  If  a  suitor  were  to 
strike  a  judge  sitting  in  Court,  and  the  judge  were  imme- 
diately to  commit  him,  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  com- 
mittal was  illegal  because  the  offender  had  not  first  been 
summoned  to  answer  the  offence. 


J.  W.  Smith  in  support  of  the  plea.  The  only  point  is 
whether  it  was  competent^to  the  defendant  to  remove  the 
prosecutor  from  his  office  of  clerk  without  first  giving  him 
an  opportunity  of  appearing  and  defending  himself.  It  is 
submitted  the  facts  alleged  in  the  return  are  not  well 
pleaded,  without  an  allegation  to  that  effect.  It  is  said 
that  the  prosecutor  has  suffered  no  wrong,  because  his  ex- 
pulsion does  not  rest  ou  any  charge,  but  on  the  admitted 
fact  of  the  commission  of  an  offence,  to  which  the  defend- 
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ant  was  an  eye  witness.     But  it  is  not  impossible  that  the         1844. 

facts  alleged  were  capable  of  explanation.     The  conduct  of      ^'^'^^'^^ 
L  •  .      .  .  .  ^  The  QuEEM 

the  prosecutor  might  have  been  the  consequence  of  tern-  v. 

porary  aberration  of  intellect;  or  acts  similar  in  their  Smith. 
nature,  though  not  to  the  same  extent,  might  have  arisen 
from  an  improper  notion  of  his  right  to  exclude  certain 
persons  from  the  communion.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
suggest  the  possibility  of  a  defence,  for  he  was  clearly 
entitled  to  the  opportunity  of  stating  any  defence  which  by 
possibility  could  be  open  to  him.  But  the  return  negatives 
that  be  was  removed  on  the  view  of  his  misconduct  by  the 
vicar,  for  it  is  not  alleged  that  he  was  dismissed  till  after 
repeated  instances  of  misconduct,  which  he  might  and 
ought  to  have  been  summoned  to  answer.  It  is  admitted 
in  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  that  all  the  authorities 
shew  that  a  summons  to  answer  and  opportunity  of  being 
heard  is  necessary,  before  a  man  can  be  expelled  from  his 
office :  Rex  v.  Ga$kin{a\  Rex  v.  Davies  (6),  Reg.  v.  Langley, 
lately  in  this  Court  (c),  all  go  to  this  extent.  But  it  is 
endeavoured  to  distinguish  this  case,  on  the  ground  that 
the  misconduct  complained  of,  which,  if  true  and  incapable 
of  explanation,  would  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  defendant 
in  depriving  the  prosecutor  of  his  oflSce,  took  place  in  the 
view  and  hearing  of  the  defendant.  In  the  report  of  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Gaskin  {a)  the  facts  stated  in  the  return  are 
Dot  set  out  at  length,  but  it  appears  the  clerk  then  had  an 
opportunity  of  attending,  but  was  not  summoned,  and 
Lord  Keityon  says,  **  It  is  to  be  found  at  the  head  of  our 
criminal  law,  that  every  man  ought  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard  before  he  is  condemned,  and  I  should 
li^mble  at  the  consequences  of  giving  way  to  this  prin- 
ciple/' No  exception  is  made  of  the  case,  when  the  fact 
which  constitutes  the  offence  is  committed  in  the  presence 
of  the  judge ;  Baggs'  case  {d)  was  there  referred  to : 
''Although  a  corporation  have  lawful  authority,  either  by 

(a)  8  T.  R.  909.  (c)  Trinity  Term,  1843. 

(b)  9  D.  &  R.  «09.  (c/)  11  Co.  99  b. 
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1844.  charter  or  prescription,  to  remove  any  one  from  the  free- 
dom,  and  that  they  have  just  cause  to  remove  him ;  yet  if  it 
appears  by  the  return,  that  they  have  proceeded  against 
him  without  hearing  him  answer  to  what  was  objected,  or 
that  he  was  not  reasonably  warned,  such  removal  is  void, 
and  shall  not  bind  the  party,  quia  quicunque  aliquid  sta- 
tuerit  parte  inaudita  altera,  sequum  licet  statuerit,  baud 
aequus  fuerit,  and  such  removal  is  against  justice  and 
right."  [Patleson  J.  referred  to  the  provisions  in  the 
Highway  Act,  authorizing  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  convict 
for  certain  offences  upon  his  own  view  (a).']  In  that  case 
the  offender  would  have  the  same  right  of  being  summoned 
and  heard,  the  only  effect  of  the  provision  is  to  dispense 
with  his  evidence  on  oath.  In  Painter  v.  Liverpool  Gas 
Company  {b)f  a  private  act  of  parliament  authorized  the 
company  to  recover  by  distress,  under  the  warrant  of  a 
justice,  any  rent  due  for  gas  supplied  after  a  demand  and 
ten  days  neglect  or  refusal  to  pay.  The  act  did  not  require 
the  party  to  be  summoned  before  the  issuing  of  the  warrant, 
but  this  Court  held  that  trespass  lay  against  the  clerk  of 
the  company,  who  had  caused  the  plaintiff's  goods  to  be 
distrained  under  such  warrant  without  previously  summon- 
ing and  hearing  the  party  distrained  upon.  [Patteson  J.  If 
the  prosecutor  had  been  dismissed  by  the  defendant  in- 
stanter,  upon  his  misconducting  himself  in  the  manner 
alleged  in  the  return,  would  that  have  been  illegal,  or 
coulc)  he  in  that  case  have  complained  that  he  had  not  been 
summoned?]  It  is  submitted  that  such  a  course  would 
have  been  improper,  he  might  have  been  lawfully  removed 
by  the  churchwardens  from  the  church,  if  disturbing  the 
congregation  by  his  conduct,  Burton  v.  Henson  (c) ;  but  he 
could  not  have  been  deprived  of  his  office  without  the 
opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  defence.  If  his  conduct 
were  the  consequence  of  mental  incapacity,  he  could  not 
answer  at  the  moment,  and  there  can  be  no  necessity  for  a 
power  in  the  vicar  to  dismiss  instanter. 

(a)  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  78;  (b)  3  Ad.  &  Eii.  433. 

13  Gto.  4,  c.  78,  8.  60.  .    (c)  10  M.  &  W.  105. 
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Kelly  in  replj.     If  this  plea  is  held  sufficient,  all  the 

matter  alleged  in  the  return  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  vicar 

is  without  remedy,  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  must  be 

awarded.  But,  if  the  plea  is  held  bad,  the  truth  of  the  facts 

may  still  be  tried  on  the  traverse  de  injuria.     This  could 

not  have  been  the  case  at  the  time  of  the  decision  of  Rex 

s,Gaskin{a).     It  is  not  suggested  there  that  any  of  the 

acts  complained  of  occurred  in  the  presence  of  the  vicar, 

and  the  return  would  be  bad  for  omitting  to  shew  that  the 

cause  of  dismissal  took  place  in  his  presence.    The  present 

case  in  no  way  interferes  with  the  general  rule  there  stated, 

bat  presents  a  state  of  facts  which  renders  its  application 

impossible.     Where  the  party  on  his  own  shewing  ought 

to  have  been  dismissed,  the  rule  can  never  apply  ;  it  is  the 

same  as  'if  he  had  been  dismissed  at  his  own  request,  in 

such  a  '^se  no  'notice  or  summons  would  be  necessary.    In 

this  case  there  is  in  fact  no  other  side  to  hear,  the  judge 

has  seen' the  "offence  committed,  and  the  offender  admits 

that  he  has  done  the  act.    The  cases  of  Rex  v.  Davits  (6) 

and  Keg.y.  Langley  (c)  were  decided  on  motion  only,  and 

the  affidavits  in  both  cases  only  disclosed  that  the  clerk 

was  charged   in   the  presence  of  the  vicar,  not  that  the 

offence  was  committed  in  his  presence. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  as  follows  : — To  a  mandamus  to  restore  the 

prosecutor  to  the   office  of   parish  clerk,  the   defendant, 

tBe  vicar/  returned   that  the    prosecutor   had   on  several 

occasions   made   the   responses   during  divine  service   in 

I  manner  designedly  irreverent  and  ridiculous,   with   the 

porpose  of  exciting  laughter,  and  that  he  did  excite  it  in 

9ome  of  those  attending,  to  the  great  annoyance  of  others ; 

obstructing  the  vicar  in   the   discharge  of   his   duty,  and 

(a)  8  T.  R.  809.  (c)  Trinity  Term,  1843. 

(b)  9  D.  &  R.  S09. 
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1844.  even  making  him  ill :  further,  that  the  prosecutor  had  more 
than  once  appeared  in  church  drunk  and  intoxicated,  so  as 
to  be  disabled  from  the  proper  performance  of  bis  duty,  that 
the  vicar  reproved  him  for  these  offences,  that  ultimately  he 
made  an  indecent  disturbance  at  the  altar,  while  the  vicar 
was  administering  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  and 
continued  so  to  do  in  spite  of  remonstrance;  all  which 
acts  the  defendant  alleges  to  have  been  committed  in  his 
own  view,  whereupon  the  defendant  did  ''  in  due  form  of 
law  remove  him  from  his  said  office.*'  To  this  return  the 
prosecutor  pleaded  :  1st.  that  the  defendant  of  bis  own 
wrong  and  without  the  cause  alleged,  removed  him ;  2nd. 
that  the  defendant  did  not  before  removing  the  prosecutor 
summon  him  to  answer  and  explain  the  charges  made  against 
him.  There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  but  the  ar- 
gument turned  at  length  on  the  validity  of  the  return,  the 
question  being  whether  the  vicar  could  lawfully  remove  the 
clerk  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  without  affording 
him  an  opportunity  of  making  his  defence. 

For  the  vicar,  it  was  contended,  that,  as  he  acted  on  his 
own  view  of  the  prosecutor's  misconduct,  any  kind  of  process 
for  enabling  him  to  disprove  or  explain  it  must  be  super- 
fluous ;  that  the  law  invests  the  minister  with  the  functions 
of  accusor,  witness  and  judge,  obliging  him  to  a  constant 
supervision  and  control  over  his  inferior  officer,  and  to  the 
exercise  of  his  power  of  removing  him  for  indecent  con- 
duct publicly  exhibited  in  the  minister's  presence.  The 
necessity  of  acting  on  his  own  impression  in  such  a  case 
was  exemplified  by  punishment  summarily  inflicted  by 
courts  of  justice  for  contempts  there  committed,  and  by 
convictions  on  the  view  by  magistrates  under  the  Highway 
Acts. 

We  believe,  however,  that  the  practice  in  the  former  of 
these  supposed  cases  is  for  the  Court  to  call  on  a  party 
charged  with  contempt,  for  his  defence,  and  give  him  the 
opportunity  of  denying  or  explaining  it  before  any  punish- 
ment is  awarded.     There  may  be  an  exception  in  the  case 
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of  actual  drunkeoness,  which  misconduct  disables  the  party 
Dot  only  from  governing  himself  with  propriety,  but  also 
from  entering  into  any  vindication.  To  call  on  a  drunken 
man  to  address  the  Court  would  be  useless  and  injurious  to 
himself,  while  it  prolonged  and  aggravated  the  insult  which 
fais  condition  had  already  offered  to  it,  and  no  adequate 
security  exists  against  a  repetition  of  the  insult  but  impri- 
sonment. 

We  apprehend  also  that  a  magistrate  empowered  to  con- 
vict upon  the  view  ought  first  to  call  on  the  offender. 
However  rapid  the  proceeding,  there  must  be  time  for 
sUtiog  the  charge  and  receiving  an  answer.  The  driver 
seen  riding  in  his  waggon  is  prim^  facie  a  fit  object  of 
punishmeot;  but  if  he  shewed  that  he  had  been  compelled 
to  do  so  by  a  sudden  fit  of  illness,  or  by  some  accident 
which  prevented  him  from  walking,  he  would  avoid  the 
penalty. 

If  it  were  otherwise  in  these  cases,  still  we  should  think 
that  sentence  of  removal  from  a  freehold  office  ought  to  be 
preceded  by  some  mode  of  inquiry,  in  which  the  accused 
shoald  have  the  opportunity  of  bearing  a  part 

lo  the  argument  extreme  cases  were  supposed,  which 
■ight  require  an  instantaneous  proceeding.  But,  even  in 
thoie  cases,  the  only  thing  made  necessary  is  the  imme- 
<liate  removal  of  the  person  from  the  church  where  he 
creates  the  disturbance,  and  in  the  very  worst  that  can  be 
unagined,  it  is  not  difficult  to  conceive  circumstances  that 
would  prove  the  absence  of  evil  intention,  and  even  of  gross 
iiegligence.  If  required  to  explain  his  behaviour,  the  cul- 
prit might  have  convinced  the  vicar  that  what  appeared 
highly  incorrect,  ought  not  to  incur  severe  censure,  much 
less  expulsion  from  his  office. 

That  important  general  principle,  which  was  so  stte* 
oaously  asserted  by  Lord  Kenyan  in  Rex  v.  Gaskin  (a), "  that 
every  man  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  be- 
fore he  is  condemned,"  has  been  often  held  sound  and  never 

(a)  8T.  R.  210. 
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questioned.  It  was  acted  on  in  Doe  d.  Earl  of  Thanet  v. 
Gartham  (a),  in  Rex  v.  Neal{b),  in  Rex  v.  The  Vicar  of  St. 
James,  Colchester  (c),  in  the  same  year,  in  the  late  case  of 
Reg.  v.  Governors  of  Darlington  School  {d),  and  in  many 
others.  We  do  not  think  its  application  is  excluded,  be- 
cause the  charge  rests  on  the  minister's  personal  observa- 
tion, inasmuch  as  that  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  disproof 
of  criminal  motives  and  intentions,  with  the  mitigation  to 
which  other  facts  might  possibly  entitle  the  accused,  or 
with  condonation  of  the  offence.  This  principle  appears 
to  us  valuable  to  the  judge,  whom  it  tends  to  secure  against 
yielding  too  hastily  to  his  own  first  impressions,  which  we 
think  indispensable  for  the  sake  of  the  party  charged  in 
all  cases  to  the  due  execution  of  every  judicial  power. 
Another  ground  was  suggested  for  refusing  a  peremptory 
mandamus  in  the  present  case,  that  the  prosecutor  upon  his 
own  shewing  ought  to  be  removed  from  his  office.  The 
language  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Rex  v.  Gaskin  (e)  admits  this 
principle,  and  reconciles  that  decision  to  it  there  by  some 
former  cases.  To  the  same  effect  later  authorities  may 
also  be  found,  especially  in  Rex  v  Griffiths  (/).  But  here 
the  prosecutor,  by  pleading  that  he  was  not  summoned, 
admits  himself  to  be  guilty  of  the  conduct  imputed  for  the 
purpose  of  that  plea  only,  and  as  he  takes  issue  upon  it  in 
the  other  plea,  we  cannot  say  that  the  whole  record  proves 
such  admission.  We  must  therefore  form  our  opinion  on 
the  return,  which,  for  the  reasons  given,  we  think  cannot 
be  supported. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


(a)  1  Bing.  357. 

(6)  Easter  Term,  1835. 

(c)  Michaelmas  Term,  1835. 

(d)  Decided  in  Q.  B.  Hil.  Vac. 


1843,  and  in  Exchequer  Chamber, 
Mich.  Vac.  1844. 

(c)  8  T.  R.  210. 

(/)  5B.&A.731. 
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Dunn  v.  SaylES.  Friday, 

_  February  9th, 

-/HylNNlNG  Serjt.  in  Michaelmas  Term  last  obtained  Covenant. 

a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  arrested  ^j^^^,  stated 

on  the  first  breach  in  the  following  declaration :  that  by  inden- 

Covenant.     The  declaration   stated,   that  by  a  certain  defendant  of 

deed  made  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the   I3th  day  of  April,  fi«i  pa^, 

•;  *^        J.  D.,  son  of 

1  842,  between  defendant  of  the  first  part,  one  John  Dunn,  plaintiff,  of  the 

son  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  second  part,  and  John  Dunn  the  J^J^j  "f^t^ff 

elder  of  the  third  part,  one  part  of  which  said  deed,  sealed  of  third  part, 

with  the  seal  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  now  brings  Swited  that^ 

here  into  Court,  the  date  whereof  is  a  certain  day  and  year,  l»"  son  should 

be  assistant  to 
to  Hit,  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  con-  the  defendant, 

siderations  thereinafter  particularly  mentioned,  did  thereby  a  dentist,  for 

'^  -^  ^   ^  '  •'   five  ^ears,  and 

for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  covenant  and  do  all  such 

agree  to  and  with  defendant,  his  executors,  administrators  f^^'a^^shodd 

and  assigns,  in   manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  J.  order  to  be 

Dunn  the  younger  should  and  would,  for  and  during  the  term  j^^        ^f  j,jg 

of  five  years  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  said  deed,  serve,  art;  that  de- 
.  .  .  •••      fendant,  for 

abide  and  continue  with  defendant,  his  executors,  adminis-  the  services  to 

trators  and  assigns,  as  his  and  their  assistant  in  the  art  and  ^®  ^'^"^  ^y  ^^^ 
®  son,  covenant- 

mystery  of  a  surgeon  dentist,  and  diligently  and  faithfully  ed  during  the 

exercise  and  employ  himself  in  and  do  exercise  and  perform  g^^^e  son 

M  such  service,  work  and   labour  relative  to  the  said  art  should  perform 

and  mystery  as  defendant,  his  executors,  administrators  and  agreement 

assigns  should  from  time  to  time  order,  direct  and  appoint  'hat  he  de- 
.11  t/.  ••!  r  t  '  1  fendant  would 

to  be  done  and  performed  in  the  way  of  his  art  and  mystery  pa^  the  son  a 

of  surgeon  dentist  during  said  term  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  ^^^f\^  *""? 
°  **  weekljr  dunng 

that  he  J,  Dunn  the  younger  should  and  would  endeavour  the  term  as 
by  all  due  care  and  diligence  to  promote  the  interest  of  foM^gerv^^ 

aforesaid. 
I^at  the  son  entered  upon  the  service,  and  that  he  and  the  plaintiff  performed  their 
part  of  the  agreement,  and  were  ready  and  willing  to  continue  such  performance  during 
the  term. 

Breach :  that  defendant  refused  to  permit  the  son  to  continue  in  the  service  and  dis- 
missed him. 

Judgment  arrested  on  the  ground  that  the  breach  was  ill  assigned,  as  the  declaration 
contained  no  implied  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  retain  the  son  in  the  service  during 
(be  five  years. 
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1844.         defendant,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  and 
^vould  faithfullj  and  truly  serve  hioi  and  them  without  em- 
bezzling, losing  or  unlawfully  making  away  with  any  goods, 
chattels  or  effects  whatsoever  of  the  defendant,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns ;  and  also  that  J.  Dunn  the  younger, 
during  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  should  well  and  faith- 
fully assist  io  the  management  of  the  said  art  and  mystery 
of  surgeon  dentist  to  the  best  of  his  ability  and  knowledge ; 
and  also  that  he  •/.  £>Kf?ii  the  younger  should    not  nor 
would  take  in,  do  or  perform,  either  on  his  own  account  or 
for  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  save  the  de- 
fendant, any  manner  of  business  relating  to  the  said  art  and 
mystery  of  surgeon  dentist,  without  the  previous  leave  and 
consent  of  the  defendant,  his  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns ;  and  further,  that  he  J.  Dunn  the  younger  should 
and  would  faithfully  and  diligently  attend  the  work  of  the 
defendant  for  nine  hours  each  day,  and  should  not  nor 
would  absent  himself  from  the  service  of  the  defendant 
without  his  leave  and  consent  on  any  pretence  whatsoever, 
save  through  sickness  or  some  other  unforeseen  accident 
whereby  he  might  be  prevented  attending  the  business  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  defendant,  for  and  in  consideration 
of  the  services  to  be  done  and  performed  by  and  on  the 
part  of  J,  Dunn  the  younger  as  aforesaid,  did,  by  the  said 
deed,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
covenant,  promise  and  agree  with  J.  Dunn  the  eider,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  that  he  the  defendant,  his 
executors,   administrators   or  assigns,  should   and   would 
during  the  term  of  five  years  (and  in  case  J.  Dunn  the 
younger  should  well  and  truly  do  and  perform  his  part  of  the 
agreement,  and  particularly  the  work  and  labour  for  nine 
hours  per  day  as  thereinbefore  stipulated,  but  not  otherwise), 
well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  J.  Dunn  the 
younger  the  several  weekly  sums  thereinafter  mentioned  (that 
is  to  say),  the  sum  of  S5s.  weekly  and  every  week  for  the  first 
year  of  the  said  term,  the  sum  of  21.  weekly  and  every  week 
during  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  said  term,  and  the 
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sum  of  2/.  25.  weekly  and  every  week  during  the  fourth  and 
fifth  years  of  the  said  term,  for  wages  and  compensation 
for  the  services  aforesaid,  as  by  the  said  deed,  reference 
being  thereunto  had,  will  (amongst  other  things)  appear. 
That  J.  Dunn  the  younger,  before  and  at  the  time  when 
the  said  deed  was  made  as  aforesaid,  was  in  the  service  of  the 
defendant  as  an  assistant  in  his  the  defendant's  said  art  and 
mystery,  and  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  deed  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of  April,  1842,  he  J.  Dunn 
the  younger,  under  and  subject  to  the  said  deed  and  upon 
the  terms  thereof,  was  in  the  service  of  the  defendant  as  such 
assistant  as  aforesaid,  and  commenced  his  service  as  such 
assistant,  under  and  subject  to  the  said  deed  and  upon  the 
terms  thereof,  for  the  said  term  of  five  years  in  the   said 
^eed  mentioned,  and  that  J.  Dunn  the  younger  remained 
aind  continued  in  the  said  service  of  the  defendant  as  such 
^sistant  as  aforesaid  from    the  time  of  making  the  said 
«jeed  until  he  was  dismissed  and  discharged  as  hereinafter 
snentiooed,  to  wit,  until  a  certain  day  after  the  making  of 
^he  said  deed,  during  the  said  term  and  before  the  com* 
amencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  the  5th  of  October,  1842. 

Averment  of  performance  by  the  plaintiff  and  J.  Dutm 
^he  younger  during  the  term  of  actual  service,  and  of  their 
steadiness,  &c.  to  continue  performance  until  the  end  of  the 
stipulated  term. 

Breach :  that  the  defendant,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
deed,  during  the  said  term  of  five  years  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
foresaid,  wholly  refused  to  suffer  or  permit  the  said  J. 
Dunn  the  younger  any  longer  to  remain  or  continue  in  his 
the  deferuiant*s  service,  or  to  serve  him  as  such  assistant  as 
aforesaid,  according  to  the  deed  in  that  behalf,  or  any  longer 
to  observe,  perform  or  fulfil  the  said  deed  as  such  assistant 
as  aforesaid,  or  to  do  or  perform  his  part  of  the  said  agree- 
ment; and  then,  after  the  making  of  the  said  deed,  during 
the  said  term  of  five  years,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  dis- 
missed and  discharged  J.  Dunn  the  younger  from  and  out 
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1844.  of  the  service  and  employ  of  the  defendant,  under  and  sub- 
ject to  the  said  deed,  and  hath  from  thence  until  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  being  divers,  to  wit,  three  weeks, 
wholly  refused  to  suffer  or  permit  J.  Dunn  the  younger  to 
be  in  the  service  or  employment  of  the  defendant,  or  to  serve 
him  or  do  or  perform  his  duty  as  such  assistant  as  aforesaid, 
according  to  the  said  deed  in  that  behalf,  by  means  whereof, 
for  and  during  all  that  time,  being  divers,  to  wit,  three  weeks, 
J.  Dunn  the  younger  hath  been  and  was  prevented  from 
earning  and  coming  entitled  to,  and  hath  not  obtained  or 
received  from  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  hath  not 
paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to  J.  Dunn  the  younger,  any 
weekly  sum  or  sums,  or  any  money  whatsoever,  contrary  to 
the  said  deed  and  to  the  said  covenant  of  the  defendant  by 
him  in  that  behalf  made  as  aforesaid. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  verdict  with  38/.  damages, 
on  the  breach  above  assigned. 

Manning  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  arresting  the 
judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  did  not  shew 
that  there  was  any  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  continue 
Dunn  the  younger  in  the  defendant's  service,  and  that  there- 
fore the  dismissal  of  Dunn  the  younger,  which  was  the 
breach  assigned,  could  give  no  cause  of  action. 

Piatt  and  Peacock  now  shewed  cause  (a).  The  declara- 
tion certainly  does  not  set  out  any  express  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  continue  to  employ  Dunn  the 
younger,  but  it  discloses  an  implied  covenant  to  that  effect 
The  plaintiff  covenants  that  his  son  shall  serve  for  five 
years,  and  the  defendant  covenants  to  pay  for  the  service 
throughout  the  term.  These  two  covenants  of  necessity 
involve  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  eniploy  for  the 
whole  term,  just  as  the  word  '*  demise"  involves  a  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment.  In  Pordage  v.  Cole(b)  it  was  held 
that  if  it  be  '*  agreed^*  between  A.  and  B.  that  B.  shall 
pay  A,  a  sum  of  money  for  his  lands,  these  words  amount 

(a)  During  term,  Jan.  18,  before      Coleridge  and  Wightman  Js. 
Lord   Denman  C.   J.,    Tatteum,  {b)  1  Saund.  319. 
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to  a  covenant  by  A.  to  convey  the  lands.  [Coleridge  J. 
Should  you  not  have  set  out  the  covenant  which  you  say 
is  to  be  implied  ?]  No,  for  the  covenant  is  a  conclusion  of 
law  rrom  the  rest  of  the  deed.  In  case  for  a  breach  of 
duty,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  the  duty  ;  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  can  be  collected  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion:. Lancaster  Canal  Company  v.  Parnaby(a). 

Manning  Serjt.  and  J.  Henderson  contr^.     A  covenant 

^o  employ  on  the  one  side  is  not  necessarily  to  be  inferred 

ftrom  the  covenant  to  serve  on  the  other.    This  has  recently 

l>«eQ  decided  by  this  Court  in   Williamson  v.  Taylor  {b), 

^^^hich  was  a  case  of  a  colliery  pit  bond.     In  the  case  of 

^    guarantee  for  payment  of  goods,  to  be  supplied  to  a  third 

l=^«rson,  there  is  no  undertaking  to  supply  the  goods;  the 

^-K  vdertaking  is  to  pay  for  the  goods,  if  they  are  supplied. 

^^o  in  the  present  case,  the  defendant  undertakes  to  pay  for 

^l:Ae  service  if  Dunn  the  younger  is  employed,  but  he  does 

■^ot  undertake  to  employ.     The  defendant  agrees  to  pay 

^<:>r  five  years,  if  the  service  is  so  long.     In  Pordage  v. 

Cl^o/e(c)  the  word  **  agreed"  was  taken  to  be  the  word  of 

t>oth  parties.     The  covenant  to  pay  if  the  service  is  ren- 

cl  ^red  does  not  exclude  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  dis- 

^^^188.     If  the  son  was  wrongfully  dismissed,  the  defendant 

^^    liable  ;  but  it  is  not  alleged  that  he  did  wrongfully  dismiss. 

I  ^  the  action  had  been  brought  for  wrongfully  dismissing, 

th^  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  shew  that  he  had  good 

■"^sson  for  dismissing.     But  this  declaration  is  so  framed 

^^at  the  defendant  cannot  go  into  the  grounds  of  the  dis- 

"^^issal.      It  would   therefore  be  a  great  hardship  to  hold 

^^  at  the  declaration  contains  an  implied  covenant  to  employ, 

^'^fcen  the  defendant  has  no  opportunity  of  justifying  the 

dismissal.     If  the  declaration  had  alleged  the  covenant  to 

^Oiploy,  the  defendant  might  have  traversed  it  and  raised 

^^«  question.     [Patteson  J.  referred  to  Sampson  v.  Eas» 

(fl)  1 1  A.  &  K  243 ;  5.  C.  3  P.  &  D.  172.  (c)  1  Saund.  319. 

(6)  AnU,  398. 
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terbyia).]  There  the  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant was  implied,  not  from  any  alleged  correlative  covenant 
on  the  other  side^  but  from  his  own  covenant.  An  inden- 
ture of  lease  recited  an  agreement  to  pull  down  an  old  mill 
and  to  build  a  new  one,  and  then  contained  a  covenant  by 
the  lessee  to  repair  the  new  mill  and  to  leave  it  in  repair; 
and  from  this,  the  lessee's  own  covenant,  the  Court  implied 
a  covenant  by  him  to  build  the  new  mill. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  and  said  that  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  Aspin  v.  Austin  {b)  applied  to  the  present  case, 
and  that  the  judgment  therefore  must  be  arrested. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  605;  S.  C.  4  M.  &  R.  422. 


(A)  ArUe,  515. 


Saturday^  PiTCHER  V.  KiNO,  Esq. 

FebruaryXOth. 

AcouDtin  C/ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Sussex.  The  third  count 
^eH^ailegii^  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  9th  June,  1836,  had  reco- 
that  ihe  plain-  vered  against  Humphry  Bean  a  judgment  for  a  debt  of  36/. 
Is.  Id.  and  QL  5s*  damages  and  costs,  in  the  Queen's 
Bench;  that  the  plainlff,  on  July  11th,  obtained  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias,  directed  to  the  sheriff,  indorsed  to  levy  23/. 


tiff  had  reco- 
vered a  judg- 
ment against 
H.  £.;  that 
there  were 


goods  and 

chattels  of  H.  B.  in  the  sheriff's  bailiwick  of  which  be  might  have  levied,  but  that  be 
bad  not  the  monies  readj^,  &c.,  but  falsely  returned  that  he  had  seized  the  goods  of  H. 
fi.,  which  remained  with  him  unsold  for  want  of  buyers :  Held  good  on  general  de- 
murrer, as  a  complaint  that  the  slieriff  might  have  levied  and  neglected  to  do  so. 

Plea  to  this  count,  that  the  defendant,  as  sherifT,  took  certain  specified  goods  of  H. 
B.i  and  also  certain  other  goods  of  H,  B.,  and  held  them  until  the  plaintiff*  directed 
bim  to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  all  the  goods  so  named,  except  the  specified 
goods;  that  he  then  ^vithdrew  from  the  possession  of  all  the  goods  so  levied  except  the 
specified  goods ;  and  that  the  specified  goods  did  remain  unsold  in  his  possession  for 
want  of  buyers:  Held  bad  on  demurrer,  as  not  answering  the  whole  complaint,  for  want 
of  shewing  that  H.  B.  had  not  still  other  goods  within  the  bailiwick  of  which  the  monies 
might  have  been  levied. 
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]7i.,  and  1/.  for  the  writ  and  warrant;  that  there  were 
goods  and  chattels  on  which  the  sheriff  might  have  levied; 
jet  the  said  defendant,  so  then  being  such  sheriff  as  afore- 
said, not  regarding  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  but  contriving 
to  injure  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  had  not  the  monies  before  the 
l^ing  at  Westminster,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ, 
nor  hath  paid  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  would  not 
ievy  the  monies,  but  falsely  returned  that  he  had  seized  and 
taken  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  H.  Bean,  the  value 
oF  which  was  to  him  unknown,  which  goods  and  chattels 
remained  with  him  unsold  for  want  of  buyers.     Damages 
^O/.     Plea  to  this  count,  that  after  the  delivery  of  the  said 
^^rit  of  fieri  facias  to  him  the  defendant  as  in  that  count  is 
mentioned,  and  before  making  the  said  return  upon  the 
saiid  writ  of  fieri  facias  as  in  that  count  is  also  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  July,  1836,  the  defendant,  so  being 
such  sheriff  as  in  that  count  is  mentioned,  did  seize  and 
take  in  execution,  under  the  said  writ  of  fieri   facias   in 
the  said  last  count  mentioned,  one  bed,  one  bolster,  two 
pillows,  and  one  table,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
^aid  H,  Bean,  besides  other   goods  and  chattels  of   the 
^id  H.  Bean,  and  which  said  bed,  bolster,  pillows,  and 
^able,  and  which  said  other  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
fi.  Bean  were,  at  the  time  of  the  seizing  and  taking  the 
^^me  as  aforesaid,  found  within  his  the  defendant's  baili- 
wick; and  that  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid, 
^en  took  and  had,  held  and   retained  possession  of  the 
^^coe  in  execution  under  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the 
same  last  count  mentioned,  from  the  time  of  the  seizing 
^nd  taking  the  same  in  execution  as  aforesaid  thenceforth 
coQtinnally  until  afterwards,  and  before  the  making  of  the 
^^d  return  upon  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the  said  last 
count  mentioned,  to  wit,  until  and  upon  the  said  20th  of 
July,  1836,  when  the  defendant  withdrew,  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  from  the  possession  of  all  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  H.  Bean,  so  seized  and  taken  by  him 
tbe  defendant  in  execution  as  aforesaid,  except  the  said 
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184^  bolster  bed,  pillows  and  table.  And  the  defendant  fur- 
ther says,  that  afterwards  and  before  the  making  of  th< 
said  return  upon  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  as  in  the  saic 
count  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  defendant,  so  being  suci 
sheriff  as  aforesaid,  held  and  retained  possession  of  th< 
said  bed,  bolbter,  pillows  and  table,  and  of  the  said  othe 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  /i.  Bean  so  seized  and  takei 
by  him  the  defendant  in  execution  under  the  said  writ  o 
fieri  facias  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  said  20th  of  July 
1836,  the  plaintiff  commanded  and  directed  the  defendan 
to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  all  of  the  goods  am 
chattels  of  the  said  //.  Bean  so  as  aforesaid  seized  anc 
taken  by  him  the  defendant  in  execution  under  the  saic 
writ  of  fieri  facias  in  that  count  mentioned,  save  and  ex- 
cept the  said  bed,  bolster,  pillows  and  table;  whereupon  h< 
the  defendant  did  then,  to  wit,  upon  the  day  and  year  lasi 
aforesaid,  immediately,  in  obedience  to  the  said  commanc 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  with- 
draw from  possession  of  all  the  said  goods  and  chattels  ol 
the  said  H.  Bean  so  as  aforesaid  seized  and  taken  by  hin 
the  defendant  in  execution  under  the  said  writ  of  fier 
facias  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  save  and  except 
the  said  bed,  bolster,  pillows  and  table;  and  because  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  was  always 
from  the  time  when  he  withdrew  from  possession  as  afore* 
said,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  until,  at^ 
and  after  the  time  of  making  the  said  return  upon  the  saic 
writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  to  wit 
until,  at,  and  after  the  said  17th  day  of  October,  1836,  ir 
the  said  count  mentioned,  unable  to  find  and  procure  an] 
buyers  thereof,  the  said  bed,  bolster,  pillows  and  table  re* 
mained  and  continued  all  that  time  in  the  possession  o 
the  defendant  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid  in  executioi 
under  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the  last  count  men 
tioned.  And  the  defendant  avers,  that  at  the  time  of  th( 
making  of  the  said  return  upon  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facial 
by  the  defendant  as  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  to  wit 
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upoo  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  bed,  bolster,        1844. 
pillows  and  table,  being  of  a  value  unknown  to  the  de- 
i^endant,  remained  and  were  in  possession  of  the  defendant 
^  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid   in  execution  under  the  said 
^iit  of  fieri  facias  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  for  want  of 
bujers.     Wherefore  he  the  defendant,  so  being  such  sheriff 
aa  aforesaid,  at  the  said  time  in  the  said  last  count  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  17th  October,  1836,  did  make  the 
said  return  upon  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the  said 
last  count  mentioned,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause 
aforesaid.    Verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  that  he  pro- 
ceeded against  the  defendant,  not  because  he  did  not  levy 
the  monies  in  question  of  the  goods  and  chattels  from  the 
possession  of  which  he,  the  plaintiff,  withdrew,  but  both 
because  be,  the  defendant,  did  not  levy  the  monies  of  the 
•aid  bed,  bolster,  pillows  and  table;  and  also  because  there 
Were  other  goods  and  chattels  of  U,  Bean,  other  than  those 
in  the  plea  alleged  to  have  been  levied  and  taken  in  execu- 
tion within  his  bailiwick,  of  which  he  the  defendant  might 
have  levied  the  said  monies. 

General  demurrer  to  the  new  assignment.    The  principal 
points  stated  for  the  defendants  were: —  1.  That  the  new  as- 
signment endeavours  to  extend  and  enlarge  instead  of  explain- 
ing the  count,  and  endeavours  to  make  that  count  apply  to 
other  goods  of  H.  Bean  than  those  comprehended  in  it.    2. 
That  if  there  were  any  such  goods,  they  could  not  be  seized 
without  a  new  fieri  facias,  which  the  new  assignment  does  not 
sad  could  not  allege.    3.  That  all  the  matter  of  the  new  as- 
B^nment  is  or  ought  to  be  comprised  in  the  last  count, 
ud  that  the  same  is  fully  confessed  and  avoided  in  the  last 
plea  of  the  defendant.     4.  That  the  last  count  of  the  de- 
claration is  bad  in  not  shewing  how  or  in  what  respect  the 
return  is  false,  or  that  it  is  false  at  all ;  and  that  the  sheriff 
did  not  seize  and  take  all  the  goods  of  H.  Bean,  or  that  the 
value  thereof  was  known  to  him,  or  that  the  goods  did  not 
remain  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers,  or  that  he  sold 
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1844.        Ihein  or  could  htve  Bold  them  before  the  return,  or  before 

the  commeDeemeot  of  the  suit;  or  whether  the  defeudaot 

did  or  did  uot  seize  all  the  goods,  or  thtt  he  had  levied 
^'"^'        the  debt  and  damages,  or  that  a  reasonable  time  for  selling 

or  levying  had  elapsed  before  the  return  or  commencement 

of  the  suit,  &c.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Peacock{a),  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  objected  to  the 
sufficiency  both  of  the  new  assignment  and  declaration. 

Crompton  contrd.  The  plea  is  bad.  The  action  is  for 
the  sheriff's  falsely  returning  that  he  had  seized  the  goods  of 
Bean,  which  remained  with  him  unsold  for  want  of  buyers. 
To  this  the  plea  answers,  that  the  defendant  seized  and 
took  certain  specified  goods  and  chattels,  besides  other 
goods  and  chattels  not  specified,  of  Bean;  that  the  plain- 
tiff directed  him  to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  all  the 
unspecified  chattels;  that  he  did  withdraw  accordingly; 
and  that  the  remaining  or  specified  goods  and  chattels  did 
remain  with  him  unsold  for  want  af  buyers.  This  is  an 
incomplete  answer.  It  is  consistent  with  all  the  facts 
alleged  in  this  plea,  that  there  may  have  been  yet  other 
goods  of  BeaHf  seized  by  the  plaintiff,  besides  those  frouk 
which  the  possession  of  which  he  withdrew,  and  the  bed 
and  other  specified  articles,  and  that  out  of  those  he  might 
have  levied  the  monies.  The  fallacy  lies  in  assuming  that 
it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  complaint,  to  shew  that  there 
were  some  goods  which  plaintiff  himself  desired  defendant 
not  to  seize.  Haydon  v.  Thompsonijb)^  Wheeler  v.  Se- 
nior (c). 

Peacock  in  reply.  The  plaintiff  himself  has  commanded 
the  sheriff  to  give  up  a  portion  of  the  goods  and  chattels. 

(a)  This  case  was  argued  on  (6)  1  A.  &  E.  310;    &  C.  3  N. 

January  23rd,  before  Lord  Denman  &  M.  319. 

C.  J.    Patteton,    Coleridge    and  (c)  7  M.  &  W.  562. 
WightmanrJs. 
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The  plea  states  in  effect  that  the  sheriff  gave  them  up  ac- 
cordingly, and  that  the  consequence  was  that  he  was  not 
able  to  levy  the  monies  of  the  remainder.  \^Patteson  J. 
The  question  seems  to  be,  on  which  party  does  the  onus 
lie  of  shewing  that  the  goods  from  which  the  defendant 
withdrew,  and  those  which  he  was  unable  to  sell,  exhausted 
the  whole  stock  on  which  the  levy  could  be  made.]  (The 
argument  as  to  the  validity  of  the  plaintiff's  pleadings  is 
omitted.) 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — His  Lordship  read  the  count  and  plea.     A  new 
assignment  was  pleaded,  averring  that  plaintiff  did  not  pro- 
ceed for  defendant  not  levying  on  the  goods  from  which 
be  so  withdrew,  but  because  he  did  not  levy  the  debt  of 
the  goods  so  seized,  and  other  goods  the  property  of  the 
debtor,  which  defendant  might  have  seized.     To  this  there 
WIS  a  demurrer,  on  which   considerable  discussion  took 
place.     But  plaintiff  also  objected  to  the  validity  of  the 
plea;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  objection  must  pre- 
^sil.    The  declaration  is  somewhat  confused,  and  appears 
to  involve  several  grievances;  we  hold  it  good,  as  a  com- 
plaint that  the  sheriff  might  have  levied,  and  neglected  to 

f  do  80. 

The  answer  given  by  this  plea  is,  that  plaintiff  himself 
directed  defendant  to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  cer- 
tain goods  of  the  debtor  which  he  had  seized,  and  that 
certain  other  goods  of  the  debtor,  which  he  also  seized,  re- 
mained in  his  hands  unsold  for  want  of  buyers.  And  both 
these  propositions  may  be  true,  and  the  declaration  also. 

There  may  have  been  goods  of  the  debtor  of  which  the 
debt  ought  to  have  been  made,  notwithstanding  this  ac- 
count of  those  which  actually  came  to  the  sheriff's  hands. 
To  render  these  two  propositions  available  as  a  defence,  it 
was  obviously  incumbent  on  defendant  to  shew  that  they 
accounted  for  all  the  debtor's  goods  within  the  bailiwick,  or 
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1844.        that  the  goods  seized  were  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execu — 

tion;   for  his  dutj  was  to  possess  himself  of  all  or  so  man^ 

as  were  sufficient.     Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  fo^^ 

piaiDtiff(£i). 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

(a)  See  the  report  of  the  judg-      eher  v.  JJCin^,  9  Ad.  &  E.  S8C^ 
roent  in  a  former  action,  arising      S.  C.  1  P.  &  D.  297. 
out  of  the  same  proceedings,  PU- 


The  Queen  t;.  The  Justices  of  West  Riding  of 
Yorkshire. 
^i^^J?.'  Crich  v.  Sheffield. 

Feb.  lOih, 

Semble^  '5S'„    iN  this  case  a  peremptory  mandamus  (a)  had  issued  to 

under  1  Wtll.    .       .  .  .    /  . 

4,  c.  21,  the     justices  to  erase^  or  cause  to  be  erased^  from  the  records        i 

court  has  ||^^  quarter  sessions,  an  entry  of  an  appeal  against  ^a 
the  costs  of  order  of  removal,  on  the  25th  October,  1841,  {CrS'^ 
tion*^?a*writ  «PpeHan^8,   Sheffield  respondents,)  and  the  order  of  t^'Bie 

of  mandamus  court  confirming  it;  and  to  enter  an  appeal  as  of  MS^i- 
to  erase  an  •  .  ^  ^  >»  t  i  •» 

entry  of  quar-  summer  sessions,  1842,  to  enter  continuances,  and  heac    i^ 

ter  sessions,      ^^  ^},g  ^^^^  sessions. 

enter  conti-  .^^ 

nuances,  and        The  appeal  was  accordingly  entered  and  heard,  and  L  v^^ 

peaf  and^'of     ^^^^^  ^^  removal  quashed  on  the  merits. 

the  writs,  to  In  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  Whiteharst  obtained  a  rtM  '^ 

parish  oflScers^  "'8'  against  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Sheffie'  ^' 

of  the  respon.  for  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  applications  for  the  origir^*^* 
dentpansh,  ,  .        _  ,     *  ,  .  ,  .^^ 

where  the  jus-  and  peremptory  writs  of  mandamus,  the  costs  of  the  wriC^' 

tices  have         ^^^  j  ^f  the  present  application,  against  which 

to  the  wrii, 

Sn^su^  Pa«A/ey  shewed  cause  in  Hilary  Term,  1844(6).     Ip 

C^hd^  o  "the  (")  ^^  ^-  ^-  ^^^^^  ^  ^*"  (^^  ^"  January  31,  before  Lord 

respondents,      B,iding,  5  Q.  B.  1 ;  5.  C.  3  G.  &      Dfimwin  C.  J.,  Fattum^Cokrid^ 

and  on  which    D.  170.  znA  Wigktman  3%. 

a  peremptory 

mandamus  has  been  awarded,  issued,  and  obeyed. 

But  the  Court  refused  to  make  such  an  order  in  a  case  where  the  original  entry  had 
been  made  in  pursuance  of  an  established  although  improper  practice  of  the  quarter 
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tills  case  the  parish  oflScers  of  the  appellant  parish  applied         1844. 

^t  the  Midsummer  Quarter  Sessions,  1842,  to  erase  the    ^.^T^'^ 

Tbe  Queen 
entry  of  the  confirmation  of  the  order.     This,  according  to  v, 

the  opinion  expressed  bj  the  judges  of  this  Court,  the  jus-  w^g"^'*R*i,iMo 
tices  could  not  do  without  the  direction  of  the  Court ;  they  of  Yorkshire. 
have  no  power  over  the  record  without  such  authorisation;       Crich 
2Lamb.  Eiren.  b.  1,  c.  13,  p.  64  ;  Co.  Litt.  260,  a. ;  Rex  v.    Sheffield. 
CarUle{a).     If  their  application  had  been  to  enter  and 
respite  the  appeal,  the  case  might  be  different;  as  it  was, 
the  justices  only  acted  in  accordance  with  a  long-established 
practice ;  and  though  the  general  rule  in  such  cases  is  to 
give  costs,  Reg.  v.   The  Mayor,  S^c.  of  Newbury  {b),  the 
discretion  of  the  court  will  be  differently  exercised  in  a  case 
of  doubt ;  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners  of  the  Thames  and  Isis 
Navigation  (c). 

But  secondly,  the  Court  has  no  power  to  award  part  of 
these  costs,   namely,  the  costs  of  the  writs,  under  stat. 
1  Will.  4,  c.  21,  s.  6,  which  is  the  only  foundation  of  their 
authority.     That  section  provides  that  the  costs  of  the 
ivrit  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  only  ^*  if  the 
same  shall  be  issued  and  obeyed."      Here  the  writ  was 
issued,  but  not  obeyed,  a  return  was  made,  and  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  awarded;    Reg.  v.  Fall{d).     Again,  the 
parish  officers  of  Sheffield  are  not  parties  to  the  record,  but 
tbe  justices;  and  the  only  case  in  which  a  party  who  is 
neither  prosecutor  nor  defendant  is  liable  for  the  costs  of 
the  writ,  is  under  section  4,  where  others  than  the  nominal 
parties  are  directed  by  the  Court  to  shew  cause. 

Whitehurst  contrd.  Under  section  6,  the  Court  is  autho- 
rised to  order  and  direct  by  whom  and  to  whom  the  costs 
of  the  writs  shall  be  paid ;  words  clearly  large  enough  to 
enable  the  Court  to  direct  them  to  be  paid  by  the  parties 
really  interested,  although  not  nominally  parties ;  and  there 

(a)  8  B.  &  Ad.  971.  (c)  5  A.  &  E.  804,  816. 

(6)  1  Q.  B.  751,  765;  5.  C.  1  (rf)  1  Q.  B.  636;  5.  C.  1  G.  & 

G.  fcD.388.  D.  117. 
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can  be  no  question  that  the  writ  htt  been  **  ittued  an 
obeyed/'  where  a  peremptory  writ  baa  been  rendered  oecei  -i 
sary  by  the  intervention  of  a  return,  aa  much  as  if  obeyedKsa 
in  the  first  instance ;  and  such  was  the  course  taken  in  JReg^  ^ 
of  Yorkshire,  v.  St.  Saviour's,  Southwark(a).  Here  the  return  was  reallj^  J 
defended  on  behalf  of  the  respondents. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Orich 

V. 

Sbepfield. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  th^ 
Court.— The  words  of  the  statute  1  Will  4,  c.  £0,  s. 
are  very  large,  and  may  be  sufficient  to  bring  the  paris* 
officers  of  Sheffield  within  reach  of  this  application.     Bl 
the  entry  in  this  case  was  made  by  the  justices  in  pur 
suance  of  an  established,  although  improper,  practice 
the  sessions ;  we  think,  therefore,  that  the  parish  office        n 
of  Sheffield  ought  not  to  be  made  to  pay  the  costs  of  j^mmmh 
ceedings  occasioned  by  the  conduct  of  the  justices  actii       ig 
under  known  rules.     The  rule  must   be  dischai^ed,  b^^t 
without  costs. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs. 

(a)  7  A.  &  E.  9«5 ;  5.  C  3  N.  &  P.  186,  354. 


Saturday^ 
Feb,  10/4. 


Plaintiff  and 
defendant 
were  owners 
of  boats  em- 
ployed in  a 


Young  v.  Hichens. 

Trespass.     The  declaration  charged  that  the  defen^^' 
ant  seized,  took  and  disturbed  a  certain  fishing  sean  and  n^^^ 
of  the  plaintiff,  which  the  plaintiff  had  then  thrown  anr^ 
fishery.  Plain-  ^^^^  '"^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^y  ^'^^  hy  and  within  which  sean  an^ 

tiff's  boat         ngt  tiig  plaintiff  had  then  taken  and  inclosed  and  then  heic/ 

cast  a  fishing     .  "^ .        . 

sean  round  a     inclosed  in  his  own  possession  in  the  sea  a  large  number 

mlfuU  with  of  ^s*^*  to  wit,  2.000,000  mackerel  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of 

the  exception    the  value    of  2000/.,   and  the  defendant,  with  force  and 

of  a  compara- 
tively small  opening  which  the  sean  did  not  quite  fill  up,  but  through  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  witnesses,  the  fish  could  not  escape.      Defendant's  boat   then  came  in 
through  the  opening,  and  took  the  mackerel.     flfM,that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain 
trespass  for  taking  his  fish,  his  possession  not  having  been  complete. 


\ 
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^I'ms,  8cc.  then  cast  and  threw  a  certain  other  fishing  sean 
^nd  net  within  and  upon  the  said  sean  and  net  of  the  plain* 
^iff,  and  then  and  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  twenty  days, 
III  a  forcible  manner  and  with  strong  hand  hindered  and 
prevented  the  plaintiff  from  dipping  and  taking  the  said  fish 
So  taken  and  inclosed  by  him  out  of  his  said  sean  and  net 
aa  he  the  plaintiff  would  and  might  otherwise  have  done. 
•And  the  defendant,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.  then  drove, 
chased  and  hurried  divers,  to  wit,  1,000,000  of  the  said  fish, 
then  being  the  fish  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of 
tbe  value  of  2000/.,  by  means  of  which  said  several  premises 
the  defendant  hindered  and  prevented  the  plaintiff  from 
dipping  and  taking  the  said  fish  so  taken  and  inclosed  by 
the  plaintiff  in  his  said  sean  and  net  therefrom  and  there- 
out for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  twenty  days,  and  thereby 
divers,  to  wit,  one-fourth  part,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the 
value  of  500/.,  during  that  time  died,  and  divers  others,  to 
wit,  two-fourth  parts  of  them,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the 
value  of  1000/.,  escaped  from  and  out  of  the  said  sean  and 
net  of  the  plaintiff  and  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
divers  others,  to  wit,  one-fourth  part  of  them,  of  great  value, 
to  wit,  of  the  value  of  500/.,  were  thereby  greatly  damaged 
and  injured,  and  the  plaintiff  by  means  of  the  premises  lost 
divers  great  gains  and  profits,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of 
^000/.,  which  he  might  and  otherwise  would  have  made 
from  and  of  the  said  fish.     And  also  thereby  during  that 
^ime  the  said  sean  and  net  of  the  plaintiff  was  by  the  waves 
sod  action  of  the  sea  greatly  injured  and  damaged,  to  wit, 
to  tbe  amount  of  200/.,  and  thereby  also  the  plaintiff  was 
put  to  great  expence  of  his  monies,  to  wit,  200/.  in  the 
necessary  employment  of  divers,  to  wit,  fifty  men,  for  the 
purpose  of  watching,  protecting  and  saving  the  said  fish 
wbtht  he  the  plaintiff  was  so  hindered  and  prevented  by  the 
defendant  from  dipping  and  taking  the  same  out  of  the  said 
sean  and  net  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid.      Second  count, 
(or  that  the  defendant,  with  force  and  arms,  8cc.  seized  and 
took  divers  goods,  chattels  and  fish,  to  wit,  2,000,000  of 
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1844.  mackerel  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value 
of  2000/.,  and  then  converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to 
his  own  use,  and  other  wrongs  to  the  plaintiff  then  did, 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen. 

Pleas:  1.  Not  guiltj.  2.  As  to  so  much  of  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration  as  charges  the  defendant  with  hin- 
dering and  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  dipping  and  taking 
the  said  fish,  so  alleged  to  have  been  inclosed  in  his  own 
possession  and  taken  and  inclosed  by  him  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  out  of  his  said  scan  and  net,  and  with 
driving,  chasing  and  hurrying  the  said  fish  in  the  said  first 
count  mentioned,  that  the  said  fish  were  not  the  fish  of  the 
plaintiff,  nor  was  the  plaintiff  possessed  of  the  same,  mode 
et  (ottnk.  Issue  tendered.  Srd  plea  to  the  second  count 
that  the  goods,  chattels  and  fish  therein  mentioned  were  no* 
the  plaintiff's.  The  4th  and  5th  plea,  as  to  so  much  m 
the  first  count  as  related  to  the  disturbing  the  fishing  sea 
and  net  of  the  plaintiff,  and  throwing  another  fishing  net  o 
it,  and  hindering  and  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  takin^ 
the  fish,  set  up  certain  special  defences  under  the  provisioia 
of  two  acts  of  parliament,  16  Geo.  3  and  4  Vict.,  "  For  th^ 
Encouragement  and  Improvement  of  the  Pilchard  Fishef 
carried  on  within  the  Bay  of  St.  Ives,  in  the  County  cc 
Cornwall,"  alleging  certain  breaches  of  the  provisions  ob 
those  acts  by  the  plaintiff,  which  justified  the  trespasser 
complained  of.     Issue  joined. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  represented,  by  agreemen 
between  the  parties,  a  fishing  company  entitled  The  Victoric 
Company  :   the  defendant  another   entitled  The   Hichem 
Company. 

At  the  trial  before  Atcherley  Serjt.  at  the  Bodmin  Spring 
Assizes,  1843,  the  following  facts  were  in  evidence : — On 
the  day  in  question  a  very  large  shoal  of  mackerel  came  into 
the  bay  of  St.  Ives.  The  plaintiff's  boat,  the  Wesley,  put 
out,  and  shot  her  sean,  not  conducting  herself  at  that  time, 
as  the  defendant  alleged,  according  to  the  regulations  of  the 
fishery.     The  sean,  nearly  140  fathoms  long,  was  drawn  in 
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^  semicircle  completely  round  the  shoal,  with  the  exception 
of  a  space  of  seven  fathoms  according  to  the  plaintiff's  wit- 
v^esses,  ten  fathoms  according  to  the  defendant's,  which  was 
<=aot  filled   up  by  it.     In   this   opening,  according  to  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  the  fishermen  in  the  plaintiff 's  boat 
^^^ere  splashing  with  their  oars  and  disturbing  the  water  in 
^uch  a  manner  that,  as  they  affirmed,  the  mackerel  within 
"^iFOuld  have  been  effectually  prevented  from  escaping.     At 
"^Jiis  conjuncture,  before  the  plaintiff  could  draw  his  net 
closer,  the  Ellen,  the  defendant's  boat,  rowed  in  through 
Khe  opening  thus  made,  shot  her  sean,  inclosed  the  fish,  and 
^zaptured  the  whole  of  them.    It  was  argued  for  the  defend- 
ant at  the  trial  that,  in  the  first  place,  this  did  not  constitute 
^uch  a  possession  by  the  plaintiff  as  would  entitle  him  to 
Knaintain  trespass,  and  there  was,  therefore,  no  case  to  go 
t^o  the  jury  ;  in  the  next  place,  that  if  it  did,  and  the  plaintiff 
^^^ae  possessed  of  the  fish  within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd 
^nd  3rd  issues,  the  defendant  could  justify  his  interposition 
inconsequence  of  the  plaintiff's  violation  of  the  statutes. 
The  learned  serjeant  left  six  questions  to  the  jury ;  one  was, 
whether  the  fish  were  the  fish  of  the  plaintiff  and  in  his 
possession,  when  the  defendant  took  them ;  the  jury  found 
that  they  were.     The  other  five  related  to  the  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  with  reference  to  the  regulations 
of  the  statutes.     The  learned  serjeant  also  directed  the  jury 
to  find  what  amount  of  damage  was  done  to  the  plaintiff's 
boat  and  net,  which  the  jury   estimated  at  1/.     On  the 
answer  returned  to  these  questions  the  learned   serjeant 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the 
issues  ;  damages,  56g/.  (the  value  of  the  fish  caught  and  1/. 
for  the  damage  done),  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move 
to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  2nd  and  3rd  issues, 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  the  fish  were  not  in  the 
plaintiff's  possession;  on  the  4th  and  5th,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were,  but  that  the  two  last 
pleas  afforded  a  justification ;  and  to  reduce  the  damages 
on  the  first  issue,  **  not  guilty,"  to  1/.  in  either  event. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  accordingly  obtained, 
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Cochbum  and  M.  Smith  now  shewed  cause.  The  firsi 
question  is,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of 
the  fish  when  the  alleged  trespass  took  place.  That  was  a 
question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.  I'he  sean 
was  ready  to  be  closed  when  the  defendant's  boat  came  up. 
Whether  or  not  it  was  so  far  closed  that  the  fish  were 
virtually  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  so  that  this  action 
would  lici  is  a  question  so  entirely  of  circumstances  that  no 
judicial  rule  can  be  laid  down  respecting  it.  It  is  impos* 
sible  to  say  what  amounts  to  the  capture  of  a  wild  animal  oi 
animals  by  any  general  principle  to  be  established  beforehand. 

There  is,  however,  no  general  rule  of  law,  from  which  it 
follows  that  this  was  not  a  complete  capture.  The  prin- 
ciple of  the  civil  law  is  thus  laid  down  in  2  JusHn.  Inst 
lib.  ^/  tit.  1,  8.  12,  "  de  occupatione  ferarum."  "  FersB 
igitur  bestias,  et  volucres,  et  pisces,  et  omnia  animaiia,  quae 
roari,  coeli,  et  terra  nascuntur,  simul  atque  ab  aliquo  capta 

fuerint,  jure  gentium  statim  iUius  esse  incipiunt 

Quicquid  autem  eorum  ceperis,  eo  usque  tuum  esse  intelli- 
gitur,  donee  tuA  custodid  coereetmr.  Cum  vero  tuam  evaserif 
custodiam,  et  in  libertatem  naturalem  sese  receperit,  tuum 
esse  desinit,  et  rursus  occupantis  fit."  So  Digest,  lib.  40^ 
tit  1,  s.  12.  Bracton,  lib.  2,  c.  1.  '' Occu patio/'  there- 
fore, for  this  purpose,  seems  to  be  synonymous  with  '^  cus- 
todia.^  He  who  has  brought  the  animal  into  his  '^ custody' 
so  that  he  cannot  escape,  has  completed  his  "  occupatio.'* 
And  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  ''  the  right  to  wild  beasts  or  tc 
fowls  and  fishes  is  acquired  by  occupancy,  unless  they  have 
been  previously  deprived  of  their  natural  liberty,  as  by  in- 
closing deer  in  a  park,  fishes  in  a  pond,  or  birds  in  an 
aviary ;  but  when,  by  any  accident,  they  have  regained  their 
natural  liberty,  and  the  former  proprietor  has  given  over  his 
pursuit  of  them,  the  right  to  them  may,  as  before,  be  ac- 
quired by  occupancy:"  BelPs  Dictionary  of  the  Law  of 
Scotland,  vol.  ii.  103.  ''  It  is  the  first  seizure  that  intro- 
duce th  property,  and  not  the  first  attempt  and  prosecution, 
as  he  who  pursueth  or  woundeth  a  wild  beast  or  fowl  or 
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(ah  is  Dot  thereby  proprietor,  unless  he  had  brought  it        1844. 
within  his  power,  as  if  he  had  killed  it  or  wounded  it  to 
death,  or  otherwise  given  the  effectual  cause  whereby  it 
cannot  use  its  native  freedom ;  as  at  the  whale  fishery  at      Hicheks. 
Greenland,  he  that  woundeth  a  whale  so  that  she  cannot 
keep  the  sea  for  the  smart  of  her  wound,  and  so  must  needs 
<rome  to  land,  is  proprietor,  and  not  he  that  first  lays  hand 
^^0  her  at  land.  Though  the  falling  in  upon  another's  game 
'^^ben  he  alone  is  in  prosecution,  may  be  uncivility  or  injury, 
^^et  it  hindereth  not  the  constitution  of  property,  though  it 
^&e  a  just  ground  to  annul  the  right  of  the  first  possessor,  and 
^^uike  him  restore  to  the  first  prosecutor,  if  he  continue  his 
^^i^ursuit  with  a  probability  to  reach  his  prey :"  Stairs'  Inst, 
ft^ook  £,  tit.  ],  s.  32.     If  the  analogy  of  this  law  were  to 
H^revail,  undoubtedly  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  first  *'  prose- 
^i^utor,"  and  had  reduced  the  object  of  pursuit  to  a  situation 
^^om  which  it  could  not  escape,  could  not  be  divested  of 
V^is  property  by  the  defendant's  taking  possession."    The 
crustom  of  the  Greenland  whale  fishery,  founded  on  this 
doctrine,  is  stated  in  Hogarth  v.  Jackson{a)  and  Skinner  v.  , 
^^hapman  (b),  to  be,  that  the  first  striker  is  entitled  to  the 
fiah,  though  his  harpoon  be  detached  from  the  line  wheu 
^he  second  striker  strikes,  if  the  fish  be  so  entangled  in  his 
line  that  he  might  probably  have  secured  her  without  the 
ititerference  of  the  second  striker;  varying  from  that  stated 
in  tMtledale  v.  Scaith  (c).     The  only  case  applicable  to  the 
Subject   which  rests  on   the  general  law  of  England,  is 
Churchward  v.  Studdy  (</),  where  it  was  held  that  plaintiff 
(laving   purtfued  a   hare   into   defendant's  ground,  and  a 
labourer  having  caught  up  the  hare  before  the  dogs  had 
Actually  seized  it,  the  property  in  the  hare  was  in  the  plain- 
tiff, but  there  was  undoubtedly  another  feature  in  that  case, 
^iz.  that  the  labourer's  evidence  was,  that  he  took  it  up 
with  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  hunters. 

(The  argument  on  the  other  points  is  omitted.) 

(a)  1  M.  &  M.  58.  (c)  1  Taunt.  243,  n. 

(b)  1  M.  &  M.  59.  (d)  14  East,  249. 
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Crowder  contrJi.  The  question  really  is,  whether  nearly 
catching  a  fish  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  as  regards  the 
acquisition  of  property,  as  actually  catching  it.  No  English 
law  book  at  all  events  admits  the  position  that  property  can 
be  acquired  unless  the  taking  is  complete.  The  language 
of  Bracton  is  ^*  Nee  sola  persecutio  facit  rem  esse  meam. 
Nam  etsi  feram  bestiam  vulneraverim  ita  ut  capi  possitj 
non  tamen  est  mea  nisi  earn  cepero,  imo  erit  potius  occu- 
pantis,  quia  multa accidere  solent  ne  capias**  If  an  animal, 
once  taken,  escapes,  the  property  having  once  vested  is  not 
lost,  nor  acquired  by  a  subsequent  taker.  But  this  is  quite 
a  different  proposition  from  that  contended  for,  which  is, 
that  where  an  animal  nearly  taken  escapes,  the  subsequeni 
taker  does  not  gain  the  property.  In  Churchward  v. 
Siuddy  (a)  the  fact  on  which  the  decision  turned  was,  thai 
the  labourer  had  taken  up  the  hare  to  assist  the  huntera 
"  as  an  associate  of  them."  But  Lord  Ellenborough  con- 
tinues, ''  If,  indeed,  he  had  taken  it  up  for  the  defendan 
before  it  was  caught  by  the  dogs,  that  would  have  beea 
different ;  or,  even  if  he  had  taken  it  as  an  indiffereiH 
person,  in  the  nature  of  a  stakeholder."  The  opinion  ck 
his  lordship  may,  therefore,  be  taken  as  an  authority  agains 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case. 


Buttt  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  certainly  results  from  the  evr 
dence  in  this  case,  that  the  fish  were  reduced  to  a  conditior 
in  which  it  was  in  the  highest  degree  probable  that  the 
plaintiff  would  become  possessed  of  them.  But  it  is  equally 
certain  that  he  had  not  become  possessed.  Whether  the 
necessary  possession  be  rightly  described  by  the  word 
"  custodia"  or  "  occupatio/*  I  think  it  is  not  attained  until 
the  plaintiff  has  brought  the  animals  into  his  actual  power. 
It  may  be,  indeed,  that  the  defendant  has  committed  a  tor- 
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tiousaci  in  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  completing  his 
possession. 

Patteson  J. — I  do  not  see  how  we  can  say  this  action 
i«  maintainable,  unless  by  holding  that  a  person  on  the 
point  of  taking  possession  of  a  thing  is  actually  in  posses- 
sion of  it.      Whether  a  different  action  would  not  lie,  1  do 
K3ot  determine. 
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WiOHTMAM  J. — If  the  property  in  the  fish  vested  in  the 
laintiff,   while   there   was   a   partial    opening    remaining 

tween  the  two  ends  of  the  scan,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
laintain  trover  for  fish  which  had  escaped  through  that  very 
pening. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  verdict  for  defendant  on  second 
and  third  issues. 


Subsequently,  in  Trinity  Term,    1844,  M.  Smith   ob-  Semble,  the 
ined   a   rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should   not  ^lowaii  "^^ 
t^«  entered,   or  the   actiou   discontinued   on   payment  of  action  to  be 
c^^sts.      The   ground   of    this  application    was,    that    the  ^^^^  ^  general 
^Secision  of  this  Court,  on  the    motion  for   a  new  trial,  verdict. 
^  earned  on  a  point  not  anticipated  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 
*X^he  declaration  alleged  that  the  fish  were  the  plaintiff's  and 
't.liat  the  defendant  took  them.     The  effect  of  the  decision 
is,  that  the  fish  were  not  the  plaintiff's,  but  that  the  defend- 
ant prevented  him  from  taking  them.     The  damage  to  the 
plaintiff  is  the  same  in  either  case,  and  he  should,  therefore, 
^  placed  in  such  a  position  as  to  be  able  to  commence 
afresh  instead  of  being  compelled  to  try  on  the   old  re- 
cord. 


In    Michaelmas   Term,    1844,  (a)    Crowder  and    Butt 
shewed  cause.     As  to  the  last  branch  of  the  application, 

(a)  Thursday,  Nov.  21,  before  Lord  DenmanC.J.f  Williamt,  Coleridge 
and  Wightman  Js. 
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1844.  ''after  a  general  verdict  there  can  be  no  leave  given  to 
discontinue,  for  that  would  be  having  as  many  new  trials 
as  the  plaintiff  pleases,  but  after  a  special  verdict  there 
may,  because  that  is  not  complete  and  final ;  but  in  that 
case  it  is  great  favour  :*•  Price  v.  Parker  (a),  Roe  d.  Gray 
V.  Gray  (b),  and  Goodenaugh  v.  Butler  (c).  As  to  the  whole 
application,  the  plaintiff  is  too  late,  having  allowed  a 
whole  term  to  pass  without  any  step  taken. 

M.  SmUh  contrJL  Goodemough  v.  Butkr  (c)  only  decided 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  discontinue  by  a  side  bar  rule. 
In  Sweeting  v.  Uabe^d),  where  the  verdict  was  general  foi 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiff,  having  himself  obtained  a  rula 
for  a  new  trial,  was  allowed  to  discontinue  on  payment  o^ 
costs. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  principle  on  which  a  discoiv 
tinuance  is.allowed  after  a  special  verdict,  and  not  after 
general,  is  plain ;  in  the  former  case  there  remains  som^ 
thing  to  be  done  by  the  Court;  a  special  verdict  is  n^ 
verdict,  until  the  Court  has  dealt  with  it.  But  here,  I  thinff 
in  addition,  that  the  delay  in  making  this  application  b^ 
not  been  satisfactorily  accounted  for. 

Williams,  Colbridob  and  Wightman  Js.  concu 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  Salk.  178.  (d)  9B.  &  C.  369 ;  5.  C.  4 

(6)  S  W.  Bl.  815.  &  R.  387. 

(c)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  S40. 
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Dob  d.  John  Evans  v.  Page.  Saturday, 

Feb.  10th. 

fJECTMENT  for  lands  in  Worcestershire.    On  the  trial  Stat  s  &  4 

of  the  cause  before  Wightman  J.,  at  the  Worcestershire  ,^^';^hic^  ^' 

Spring  Assizes,  1843,  it  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  enacts  "that 

plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  to  his  father,  who  died  in  possession  ggn  g  hall  bein 

in  November,  1816.    From  the  time  of  his  death  his  widow  powcwion  or 

.-         .  •  .  ...  .      ,  -. '°  receipt  of 

continued  m  possession  as  tenant  at  wilt  to  the  lessor  of  the  probts  of 

the  plaintiff,  until  her  death  in  July,  1832.    Upon  the  death  J^jj!J'Jv''Jn" 

of  the  widow  the  defendant,  having  no  title  himself,  took  rent  as  tenant 

possession  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  and  so  continued  it  ^eht  of^tiw 

until  this  ejectment  was  brought  (a).  P««on  entitled 

The  learned  judge  thought  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  to,  and  of  the 

right  of  entry  was  not  to  be  ''  deemed  to  have  first  accrued"  P«"®"  through 

whom  he 
under  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  7,  until  the  death  of  the  claims,  to 

widow  in  1832,  and  therefore  that  his  right  was  not  barred  "r^fg^s**!^ 

i>y  the  above  statute.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  bring  an  action 

to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defend-  }^^  ^^  ^ent 

^•it  or  a  nonsuit.  *hall  be  deem- 

R.  V.  Richards^  in  the  following  Easter  Term,  obtained  accrued  either 

^  rule  nisi  accordingly,  or  for  a  new  trial.  atthedetermi- 

^  "^  nation  of  such 

tenancy,  or  at 

Godson  and  Gray  shewed  cause  (6).    The  statute  did  not  J^^ne  y w^" 

b^r  the  plaintiff,  for  it  is  not  retrospective.     By  section  2  next  after  the 

he  had  twenty  years  to  bring  his  action  from  the  time  when  ^^^^^  ^f  ,„^ 

his  right  of  entry  first  accrued.     When  did  his  right  first  tenancy,  at 
/I    »  ■      .  •       •         i.  1  •■■  ^hich  time 

Accrue  ?    In  1 832,  on  the  determmation  of  the  tenancy  at  will  such  tenancy 

hy  the  death  of  his  mother.  The  case  is  to  be  determined  by  **!***  ^  **®*°*' 
"^  -       .  .  ed  to  have  first 

I'eference  to  the  2nd  section  alone.     It  will  be  said  that  determined," 

his  right  is  qualified   by  the  7th  section,  which  enacts,  t^^T  Ae^*^^ 

**  That  when  any  person  shall  be  in  possession  or  in  receipt  tenancy  at 

^f  the  profits  of  any  land,  or  in  receipt  of  any  rent  as  tenant  rain^^before'^ 

^t  will,  the  riffht  of  the  person  entitled  subject  thereto,  or  ^e  pawing  of 
'  ^  *^  ^  '       the  act. 

(«)  The  cause  had  been  pre-  (6)  In  last  Mich.  Vac.  (Dec.  9), 

^ously  tried  in  1841.  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Wil- 

liamt  and  Wightman  Js. 
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of  the  person  through  whom  he  claimt^  to  make  any  entry 
or  distress,  or  bring  an  action  to  recover  such  land  or  rent, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  either  at  the  deter— 
mination  of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year 
next  after  the  commencement  of  such  tenancy,  at  whicl^ 
time  such  tenancy  shall  be  deemed  to  have  determined  ^ 
provided  always,  that  no  mortgagor  or  cestui  que  trua.^ 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenant  at  will,  within  the  meanin^g 
of  this  clause,  to  his  mortgagee  or  trustee."    The  defenc^^ 
ant  may  rely  on  Doe  d.  Bainett  v.  Tumtr{a\  where  tl^^ 
ejectment  was  held  to  be  too  late.     But  in  that  case  the^-^ 
was  a  tenancy  at  will  subsisting  at  the  time  the  static. %^ 
passed.     In  Doe  d.  Stanmay  v.  Backijb)  the  tenancy     ^t 
will  had  expired  more  than  twenty  years  before  ejectment 
brought 

R.  F.  Richards  and  J.  W.  Smith  contri.    The  languaa^ 
of  Parke  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court    io 
Doe  d.  Bennett  v.  Turner  (a)  seems  decisive  in  favour  of  the 
defendant.    There,' one  tenancy  at  will  began  in  1817,  ain^ 
was  determined  in  1827,  when  a  second  tenancy  at  will 
commenced :  the  ejectment  was  brought  in  1839*    On  tbu 
state  of  facts  it  is  observed  in  the  judgment,  **  If  indeed  tbe 
tenancy  throughout  the  whole  period  had  been  one  continu- 
ous tenancy  at  will,  or  if,  when  the  original  tenancy  at  will      . 
was  determined  in  1827,  no  new  tenancy  at  will  had  been 
created,  but  tbe  tenant  had  continued  to  occupy  merely  as  a      ^ 
tenant  by  sufferance,  then  the  reasoning  of  the  defendant       L 
(viz.  that  the  right  of  action  first  accrued,  according  to  tbe 
7th  section,  in  1818,  being  one  year  after  the  commencement 
of  the  tenancy) ''  would  be  correct.    In  either  of  those  cases 
the  right  to  bring  an  action,  which  by  the  express  provision 
of  the  the  7th  section  undoubtedly  accrued  to  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  in  1818,  would  have  continued  uninterrupted 
during  the  succeeding  twenty  years,  and,  not  having  been 

(fl)  7  M.  &  W.  226 ;  S.  C.  in  (6)  4  M.  &  Gr.  SO. 

error,  9M.&W.  643. 
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exercised  durbg  that  period,  would   have  been  barred.         1844. 
•Bot  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  if  the  finding  of  the  jury 
be  taken  to  be  correct,  exclude  both  hypotheses,  on  one  or 
other  of  which  the  defendant's  argument  must  rest.    There 
Was  not  a  continued  tenancy  at  will^  for  the  will  was  deter- 
vnioed  in   18£7.    There  was  not  a  tenancy  by  sufferance, 
4>Dr  the  jury  have  found  that  the  defendant  was  all  along 
tenant  at  will.    The  finding  of  the  jury  necessarily  supposes 
&hat  after  the  determination  of  the  will  in   1827  a  new 
tenancy  at  will  was  constituted.    The  effect  of  this  was  to 
^^estroy  the  right  of  action  which  had  accrued  in  1818,  for 
£  t  18  clear  that,  after  creating  a  new  tenancy  at  will,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  bring  no  action  until  that  new 
-tenancy  was  determined.''     In  that  case,  it  is  true,  the 
c^riginal  tenancy  at  will  was  succeeded  by  a  second  tenancy 
sft  t  will,  here  the  tenancy  at  will  was  succeeded  by  an  adverse 
jpossession.     But  that  difference  is  immaterial  to  the  pre- 
sent question.     In  that  case  the  Court  ordered  a  new  trial, 
^n  order  that  it  might  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  a 
VBcw  tenancy  at  will  was  created  after  the  determination  of 
^lie  old  one  in  1827*     From  this  it  is  clear  that  the  Court 
of  Elzchequer  thought  the  7th  section  retrospective.    Here, 
if  the  tenancy  at  will,  which  ended  in  IS32,  can  be  joined 
to  the  subsequent  adverse  possession,  the  plaintiff  is  too 
late.    The  period  of  twenty  years  is  to  run  from  the  deter- 
mination of  the  tenancy  at  will,  if  it  end  before  the  year 
from  its  commencement,  or  if  not,  from  the  end  of  the  year 
nace  its  commencement.     The  words  of  the  2nd  section 
are  all  retrospective.    That  is  the  governing  section ;  James 
T.  Salier(a) ;  the  other  sections  are  merely  explanatory  of  it. 
Section  15  was  applied  retrospectively  in  Nepean  v.  Doe  d. 
Knight  (b);  section  17  in  Doe  d.  Corhyn  v.  Bramston{c), 
and  in  Doe  A.  Burgess  v.  Thompson{d),  the  same  thing  must 
have  been  assumed  with  respect  to  the  7th  section,  or 

(«)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  544.         (c)  3  A.  &  E.  63;  S.  C.  4  N.  &  M.  664. 
(p)  a  M.l(  W.894.  Id)  5  A.  &  £.  532;  S.  C.  1  N.&  P.  815. 
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it  would  not  have  been  necettmry  to  call  in  «d  the  15th 
section. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows : — 
The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  barred 
by  the  7th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27- 

The  tenant  at  will  died  one  year  before  the  passing  of^ 
that  act,  and,  if  the  act  had  not  been  passed,  the  lessor  of  the- 
plaintiff  would  have  been  in  time  with  his  ejectment,  as^ 
the  period  of  his  adverse  possession,  or  rather  when  hi 
right  accrued,  would  have  been  calculated  from  the  deati 
of  the  tenant  at  will,  in  July,  1832,  when  the  tenant 
determined. 

But  it  was  said  that  by  the  7th  section  of  the  statute, 
the  right,  where  there  is  a  tenancy  at  will,  is  to  be  deem 
to  have  accrued  either  at  the  determination  of  the  tenanc; 
or  at  the  expiration  of  a  year  next  after  the  commencemei 
of  the  tenancy. 

It  may  be,  that  the  effect  of  this  section  is  to  give  a  rigl 
of  entry  at  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  at  will,  at  ai 
time  within  a  year  after  its  commencement,  but  at  all  even'^K;^ 
at  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  its  commencement,  and  cowm- 
sequently,  if  that  section  be  applicable  to  the  present  cns^-^^i 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  too  late,  as  the  tenancy  at  wS-H 
of  the  mother  commenced  in  1816,  and  the  right  of  tb^^ 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  would  accrue  in  1817,  more  thm^^ 
twenty  years  before  the  ejectment  was  brought 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  7th  section  only  appli^^ 
to  cases  of  tenancies  at  will  existing  at  the  time  the  ac^ 
passed  or  subsequently,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  to  case^ 
where  the  tenancy  at  will  had  been  determined  before  the 
passing  of  the  act. 

The  words  of  the  7th  section  are,  **  when  any  person  shall 
be  in  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  any  land,  or  in 
receipt  of  any  rent  as  tenant  at  will,  the  right  of  the  person 
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entitled  tabject  thereto  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued         1844. 
either  at  the  determioation  of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  ex- 
piration of  one  year  next  after  the  commencement  of  the 
tenancy.*'    This  section  is  in  terms  only  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  future  or  at  most  of  an  existing  tenancy  at  will, 
and  not  to  the  case  of  a  tenancy  at  will  which  had  been 
determined,  and  was  not  existing  when  the  act  passed. 

A  different  construction,  even  if  the  words  permitted  it, 
^vould  cause  the  greatest  hardship ;  for  a  person,  who,  as 
the  law  stood  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  was  in  ample 
itime  to  bring  his  ejectment  and  recover  property  that  un- 
doubtedly was  his,  would,  by  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
flbe  suddenly  deprived  of  the  means  of  asserting  his  right, 
"Vhere  being  no  clause  for  the  postponement  of  the  operation 
«^f  the  statute  for  such  a  period  as  would  enable  persons, 
"^Mrbo  would  be  otherwise  affected  by  it,  to  assert  their 
^Hghts. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  dis- 
^c=harged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  WESTBURY(a). 

^)N  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Rachael  Under  stat.  4 

barman  and  her  female  bastard  child  from   the  parish  of  ^  5 Jvt<?' 

^Trowbridge,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  to  the  parish  of  West-  where  noiice 

\>ory,  in  the  same  county,  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  (jty^is^l^ven 

Subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  o"  behalf  of 

nnt  •         i*     I  •  •!•  I  •  •  churchwar- 

Tbe  case  set  out  the  notice  of  chargeability,  which  was  dens  and  over- 

%igned  as  follows :  •*  George  Mundy,  Robert  Walker,  James  JJ^f,^'^\^^ 

Brewer,  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Trowbridge,  in  the  thorised  by 

count,  of  Wilts."  ''o::rX 

The  sixth  ground  of  appeal  was,  *'  That  no  legal  or  sufii-  ther  this  must 

cient  notice  has  been  given  by  the  said  respondents  to  the  fa^^f  the 

notice. 

(a)  Decided  during  the  terin  (Jan.  24). 
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1844.        said  appellants,  that  the  amid  pauper  and  her  child  were,  at 
J^^^      the  time  of  making  auch  order,  actually  chargeable  to  the 

«.  parish  of  Trowbridge." 

iDhabitants  of  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the  respondents  proved 
that  the  said  notice  of  chargeability  was  duly  served,  and 
also  that  the  three  persons  by  whom  it  was  signed  were 
overseers  of  the  respondent  parish.  It  further  appeared, 
however,  that  the  parish  had  in  all  four  overseers  and  two 
churchwardens. 

The  appellants  thereupon  objected  that  the  notice  was 
bad,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  signed  by  the  majority  of  the 
parish  officers. 

The  sessions  overruled  the  objection. 
If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of 
chargeability  was  sufficient,  then  the  order  of  removal  and 
the  order  of  sessions  were  to  stand  confirmed ;  if  other- 
wise, to  be  quashed. 

Hodges  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.     By  stat  «^ 
&  5  WUl.  4,  c.  76,  s.  79,  it  is  required  that  the  notice  of 
chargeability  should  be  in  writing,  but  it  is  not  required 
that  it  should  be  signed  at  all.  Reg.v.  Justices  of  Cambridge' 
shire  (a),  therefore,  which  decided  that  notice  of  appli^a* 
tion  for  an  order  of  maintenance,  under  section  73,  nm  ^^^ 
be  signed  by  the  majority  of  the  aggregate  body  of  chun^'^' 
wardens  and  overseers,  is  not  in  point,  for  that  sect.  ^^^ 
requires  such  notice  to  be  "  under  the  hands  of  such  o^^^^' 
seers  or  guardians."     Under  the  79th  section  the  no^  ^^ 
might  be  given  by  an  attorney,  or  any  other  person  aut^^^ 
rised  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  parish.     The  giving  suc'S^  ^ 
notice  is  a  merely  ministerial  act    And  the  authority  of  ^^^ 
three  overseers  to  give  the  notice  has  been  admitted,  for,  ^7 
making  the  insufficiency  of  the  notice  a  ground  of  appe^; 
the  appellants  have  treated  the  notice  as  the  act  of  tb^ 
respondent  parish. 

(a)  7  A.  &  £.  480;  iS.  C.  1  P.  &  D.  849. 
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The  8peci6c  objection  that  the  notice  is  not  signed  by        1844. 
the  majority,  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  ground  of  appeal.        xhO^^ 

V. 

Pashley  contrik.    The  giving  notice  of  chargeability  is  ^  J^'u^y!*^ 
not  a  mere  ministerial  act,  but  it  is  a  most  important  step, 
by  which  the  parish,  which  has  obtained  an  order  of  re- 
moval, shews  that  it  means  to  act  on  the  order,  and  not  to 
abandon  it. 

It  is  said  that  the  appellant  parish  has  recognised  the 
authority  to  give  the  notice  by  appealing  against  it ;  but  it 
is  strange  to  say  that  the  authority  is  recognised,  when  the 
very  objection  is  that  there  was  no  authority. 

Undoubtedly  a  majority  might  bind  the  whole  body  of 
parish  officers.  \^PaUeson  J.  That  has  been  decided  also 
with  respect  to  contracts  for  the  providing  for  the  poor : 
jRex  V.  Beeslon  (a).]  But  it  should  have  appeared  on  the 
face  of  this  notice  that  it  was  the  act  of  the  majority,  as  was 
held  in  Rex  v.  Austrey  (6),  with  respect  to  a  parish  certifi- 
cate. [Coleridge  J.  In  that  case  the  statute  itself  required 
the  hands  and  seals  of  the  parish  officers.  But  in  this  case 
you  propose  to  introduce  a  requisite  which  the  statute  does 
not.  The  enactment  now  in  question  does  not  require 
either  hands  or  seals.  Suppose  a  notice  to  be  signed  and 
delivered  by  the  attorney  of  the  parish  officers,  with  their 
sanction,  would  not  that  suffice  f]  Even  if  that  be  so,  this 
notice  is  defective,  for  the  case  does  not  find  that  the  three 
who  gave  the  notice  were  authorised  to  act  for  the  whole 
body.     (He  was  then  stopped.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — We  are  not  bound  in  this  case  to 
decide  what  is  the  proper  form  of  notice,  but  it  is  certainly 
desirable  that  the  notice  should  appear  on  its  face  to  be 
the  act  of  the  majority.  Here,  in  point  of  fact,  only  three 
of  the  parish  officers  acted,  and  they  had  no  authority  to 
represent  the  majority. 

(a)  3  T.  R.  592.  {b)  6  Mau.  &  S.  319. 
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1844.  The  objection  is  suflBciently  pointed  out  in  the  ground 

Y^Q^      of  appeal,  and  ought  to  have  prevailed. 

Inhabitants  of  Pattbson  J. — The  notice  of  chargeability  must  be  the 
act  of  the  majority.  In  what  manner  it  should  be  shewn  to 
be  so  may  be  matter  of  doubt»  but  here  it  is  not  shewn  at  all. 

Coleridge  J. — I  quite  agree  in  the  observations  of  my 
Lord  and  my  brother  Patteson.  I  desire  that  we  may  not 
be  understood  to  encourage  any  form  which  does  not  shew 
on  the  face  of  the  notice  that  it  is  the  act  of  the  majority. 
Here»  there  were  six  parish  officers.  If  three  only  could 
give  notice  of  chargeability^  then  there  might  be  a  notice 
of  abandonment  given  by  the  three  others,  and  in  that  case, 
which  of  the  two  notices  would  be  effectual  ?  It  is  far 
better  that  the  notice  should  appear  on  the  face  of  it  to  be 
the  act  of  the  majority. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     In  the  cas^ 
of  guardians,  the  79th  section  seems  to  provide  that  thre^ 
may  give  the  notice,  without  reference  to  their  being  sa 
majority  of  their  body  or  otherwise.     But  in  the  case  of 
overseers,  the  notice  must  be  the  act  of  all  or  a  majority. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


Carpus  v.  The  London  and  Brighton  Railway 

FeS^hik.  Company. 

By  theLondon  CaSE.    The  declaration  sUted  that  the  company,  befo:^^^ 
and  Bnghton  ,         ,       .  ^    ,  .    .  r     j' 

Railway  Com-  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing.  Sic.,  were  the  owne  ^^^^ 
panv's  Act  (7  ^  ^ 

Will.  4  &  \  Vict,  c.  cxix.),  the  company  were  empowered  to  make  and  maintain 
railway;  all  persons  were  to  have  liberty  to  use  the  same,  with  carriages  properly  coi ' 
structed,  upon  payment  of  tolls ;  and  the  company  were  empowered  to  provide  locom»  ^ 
tive  engines  and  carriages  for  the  conveyance  of  goods  and  passengers.  ^   -^ 

It  was  also  enacted  that  no  action  should  be  brought  against  any  person  for  any  tbic:^  ^  ^  '^ 
done  or  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act  without  twenty  days'  notice.  L( 

Held,  that  the  company  were  not  entitled  to  notice,  where  an  action  was  brongl^^^^ 
against  them  for  negligence  in  carrying  a  passenger,  as  they  were  sued  merely  as  carrier?''^^  ^^ 
and  not  for  any  thing  done  or  omitted  under  the  act. 
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and  proprietors  of  a  certain  railway,  to  wit,  The  London 
and    Brighton  Railway,  and  of  certain  carriages  used  by 
theoi  for  the  carriage  and  conveyance  of  passengers,  cattle, 
goods  and  chattels,  in  upon  and  along   the  said  railway,  ^-q^^^'^ 
and  certain  other  railways,  to  wit,  The  Liondon  and  Green-      Railway 
wich   Railway,  and  The  London  and  Croydon   Railway,        ©mfaiit. 
from  a  certain  place,  to  wit,  London,  to  a  certain  other 
place,  to  wit,  Brighton,  and  from  Brighton  aforesaid,  to 
London  aforesaid,  for  hire  and  reward  to  them,  the  com- 
pany, in  that  behalf ;  and  the  company  being  owners  and 
proprietors  of  the  first  mentioned  railway    and  the   said 
carriages  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  heretofore 
and  before  the  committing,  &c.,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  October,  1841,  at  the 
request  of  the  company,  became  and  was  a  passenger  in 
one  of  their  said   carriages,   to  be   by   them  safely  and 
securely  carried  and  conveyed  thereby  on  a  certain  journey, 
to  wit,  from  London  aforesaid  to   Brighton  aforesaid,  for 
certain  reasonable  reward  to  the  company  in  that  behalf, 
and  the  company  then  received  the  plaintiff  as  such  pas- 
senger as  aforesaid  :  and  thereupon  it  became  and  was  the 
duty  of  the   company  to  use  due  and  proper  care  and 
skill  in  and  about  the  carrying  and  conveying  the  plaintiff 
on  the  said  journey  :  yet  the  company,  not  regarding  their 
duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not  use  due  and   proper  care  and 
skill  in  and  about  carrying  and  conveying  plaintiff  on  his 
said  journey,  but  took  so  little  care,  and  so  negligently  and 
unskilfully  conducted  themselves  in  and   about  carrying 
and  conveying  plaintiff  on  his  said  journey,  and  in  con- 
ducting, managing  and    directing   the  carriage    in   which 
plaintiff  was  such  passenger  as  aforesaid,  and  the  train  to 
which  the  same  was  attached,  and  the  engines  whereby  the 
said  train  was  drawn  upon  and  along  the  company's  said 
railway,  that,  by  reason  of  such  want  of  care  and  skill  of 
the  company,  the  carriage  which  contained   the  plaintiff 
was  then  thrown  and  cast  with  great  violence  from  and  off 
the  rails  of  the  last  mentioned  railway,  and  was  then  over- 
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1844.        turned,  crushed  and  broken  to  pieces,  and  thereby  plaintiff 

Q^  was  thrown  out  of  the  said  carriage  with  great  violence, 

V.  and  was  grievouslj  bruised,  wounded  and  injured;   and 

Md  Bkig^ii  "^'"^  ^y  means  of  the  premises  plaintiff  became  and  was 

Railway      sick,  &c. 

Plea,  not  guilty. 
Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  184S,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  from  London  to  Brighton, 
by  the  London  and  Brighton  Railway,  in  one  of  the  com- 
pany's carriages,  and  that  he  was  injured  by  the  carriage 
having  been  thrown  off  the  rails  near  Hayward*s  Heath,  a 
part  of  the  railway  belonging  to  the  defendants.  Evidence 
was  given  to  shew  that  the  rails  in  the  place  where  the 
accident  happened  were  out  of  order  just  before  the  acci- 
dent, and  that  with  reference  to  their  then  state  of  repair 
the  train  was  going  at  too  great  speed.  No  notice  of 
action  had  been  given  to  the  defendants,  to  which  it  was  con- 
tended that  they  were  entitled  under  their  act  (stat.  7  Will.  4 
8c  1  Fid.  c.  cxiz,  s.  ^53  (a),  local,  personal  and  public).  His 
Lordship  gave  the  defendants  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit 

(a)  Section  194  gives  power  to  ezecation  of  the  powers  or  autho- 

all  persons  to  use  the  railway  with  rities,  or  any  of  the  orders  made, 

carnages  properly  conbtructed,  up-  given  or  directed,  in,  by  or  under 

on  payment  of  tolls.  this  act,  unless  twenty  days'  pre- 

Seciions  197   and  198  enacts,  vious  notice  in  writing  shall   be 

that  the  company  may  provide  and  given  by  the  party   intending  to 

use  locomotive  engines  for  the  con-  commence    and    prosecute    such 

veyance  of  passengers  and  goods,  action,  suit,  information  or  othe^ 

and  make  reasonable  charges  for  proceeding,  to  the  intended   de^^ 

such  conveyance.  fendanr,  nor  unless  such   action^ 

Section  253  enacts,  '*  That  no  suit,    information  or    other    pto*-^ 

action,  suit  or  information,    nor  ceeding,  shall  be  brought  or  com- — 

any    other    proceeding    of    what  menced  within  six  calendar  month^^ 

nature  soever,  shall  be  brought,  after  the  act  committed,  &c.,  nor^ 

commenced  or  prosecuted,  against  unless  such  action,  &c.,  shall  b^ 

any  person  or  corporation,  for  any-  laid  and  brought  in  the  county  or^ 

thing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  place  where  the  matter  in  dispute^ 

in  pursuance  of  this  act,  or  in  the  or  cause  of  action,  shall  arise.'* 


Cabpue 


COMPAVT. 
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on  this  objection.     In  directing  the  jury»  his  Lordship  said,         1844. 

that,  as  the  defendants  had  the  railway  and  machinery  ex- 
clusively under  their  own  management,  it  might  be  pre-      ^"o' 
sumed  that  the  accident  arose  from  their  negligence,  unless   ^  b^ohton 
they  could  shew  that  it  arose  from  some  other  cause,  and      Railway 
chat  the  plaintiff,  who  had  not  the  same  means  of  informa- 
Cioo,  could  not  be  expected  to  account  for  the  accident 

Sir  fV.  W.  Follett  S.  G.  in  the  Hilary  Term  following, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  objection 
^bove  stated,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  mis- 
direction to  tell  the  jury  that  it  lay  upon  the  defendants  to 
disprove  negligence  (a). 

Sir   jP.  Pollock,  Hayes  and   Attree  shewed   cause  (6). 
The  cause  of  action  is,  that  the  company  have  been  guilty 
of  negligence  in  their  capacity  of  carriers.     They  are  not 
dierefore  sued  in  respect  of  anything  ''  done  or  omitted  to 
be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act/*  and  are  not  entitled  to 
viotice  of  action.     The  parliamentary  powers  are  exercised 
l>j  them  in  their  capacity  of  proprietors,  in  making  and 
continuing  the  railway ;   but  in  their  capacity  of  carriers 
tbey  merely  do  an  act  which  any  other  persons  may  do  on 
payment  of  toll.     The  circumstance  that  it  might  be  incon- 
venient to  other  persons  to  exercise  the  business  of  carriers 
along   the  railway  on  payment  of  toll   cannot  affect  the 
question.     Over  that  part  of  the  railway  which  belongs  to 
the  Lfondon  and  Greenwich  and  the  London  and  Croydon 
Companies,  the  defendants  are  carriers  and  nothing  else. 
It  might  as  well  be  contended,  if  a  coach  proprietor  were 
sued  for  the  consequences  of  negligent  driving  over  a  turn- 
pike road  which  was  out  of  repair,  that  he  could  insist 

(«)  Id  the  coarse  of  the  arga-  point  of  notice  only, 

meat  on  shewing  cause  against  the  (ft)  During   Hilary  Term  last, 

rale,  the  coaosel  for  the  defendants  (January  12  and  13),  before  Lord 

stated   that  they   wished  for  the  Denman  C.  J.,  Pattuon^  Coleridge 

ja<%ment  of  the  court  upon  the  and  Wightman  Js. 
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1844.        upon  tlie  same  notice  of  action  to  which  the  trustees  of  the 
^^"^"^^      road  would  be  entitled  if  they  had  been  sued  for  the  non- 
9.  repair.     By  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.   16,  s.  44,  ''  every  action 

Th«  LoMDOM  brought  against  any  person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance 
Railway  of  this  act,  shall  be  commenced  within  three  calendar 
CoMPAxr.  mQuihj  gftg^  the  fact  committed:"  yet  in  Carruthers  v. 
Payne  {a),  where  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  bad  seized 
certain  property,  as  being  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt,  it  was  held  that  the  section  did  not  apply,  so 
as  to  render  it  necessary  that  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  assignee  should  be  brought  three  months  after  the 
seizure.  That  decision  was  followed  by  this  Court  in  Edge 
V.  ParA^r  (6)  and  Worth  v.  Budd{c).  In  Fletcher  v.  Green' 
well  (£f)|  where  a  local  act  provided,  that  the  directors  and 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  a  parish  were  to  sue  and  be  sued 
in  the  name  of  their  clerk,  and  to  have  notice  of  action,  it 
was  held  that  the  provision  did  not  apply  to  an  action  of 
assumpsit  for  work  done  by  their  order.  But  Palmer  v. 
The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  {e)  is  precisely 
like  the  present  case.  There  the  company's  act  contained 
the  same  provisions  with  the  act  now  under  consideration, 
and  an  action  on  the  case  was  brought  against  the  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company  for  not  safely  carrying  some 
horses  on  their  railway,  and  it  was  held  that  they  were 
sued  as  mere  carriers,  and  therefore  were  not  entitled  to 
notice  of  action  as  ''  for  a  thing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done 
in  pursuance  of  the  act." 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  S.  G.,  Thesiger  and  Swann  contrd* 
The  defendants  are  not  sued  as  carriers  merely,  but  as  pro^ 
prietors  and  carriers,  and  the  case  shewed  a  default  in  both, 
capacities,  for  it  appeared  that  the  bad  condition  of  th^ 
rails  contributed  to  the  accident.  The  reasoning  in  the^ 
judgment  of  Parke  B.  in  Palmer  v.  The  Grand  JunUiow 

(a)  5  Bing.  870.  (rf)  5  Tjrr.  316. 

(6)  8  B.  &  C.  607.  (c)  4  M.  &  W.  749. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Ad   172. 
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Redlway   Company  {a\  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  de-        1844. 

fendants.      The  learned  judge  there   observeSi   **  If  the 

action  was  brought  against  the  railway  company  for  the       ^"i' 

omission  of  some  duty  imposed  upon  them  by  the  act,  this   "^  b^J'^'J, 

notice  would  be  required.     If,  for  instance,  it  was  founded      Railway 

on  a  neglect  in  not  duly  fencing  the  railway,  on  account  of 

which  the  travelling  on  it  was  dangerous  to  those  passing 

along  it/'  '^  that  case  would  have  fallen  within  the  £l4th 

section"  (the  section  requiring  notice  of  action.)     In  this 

case  it  was  imputed  to  the  company  that  they  had  neglected 

to  keep  the  rails  in  proper  order,  a  neglect  analogous  to 

that  of  not  duly  fencing  the  railway. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows  : — The  only  question  remaining  for  our 
decision  is,  whether  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  notice 
of  action  under  section  253  of  their  act.  For  the  necessity 
of  such  notice  it  was  argued,  that  the  declaration  charged 
an  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  company's  omission 
to  perform  some  of  the  works  required  by  the  act,  and  the 
dictum  of  Parke  B.  was  cited  in  Palmer  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company  (a).  The  notice  was  not 
thought  in  that  case  to  be  necessary,  but  the  dictum  asserts 
that  if  an  action  were  **  founded  on  a  neglect  in  not  duly 
fencing  the  railway,  on  account  of  which  the  travelling  was 
dangerous  to  those  passing  along  it,  assuming  that  such  an 
obligation  resulted  from  the  180th  section,  or  from  the 
general  provisions  of  the  act,  that  case  would  have  fallen 
within  the  214th  section.  But,  when  the  matter  is  looked 
at  and  explained,  it  appears  that  the  action  is  not  of  that 
nature,  but  the  defendants  are  sued  as  common  carriers,'' 
for  which  the  learned  judge  comments  on  the  facts  proved 
in  that  case. 

In  deference  to  that  dictum  leave  was  given  at  the  trial 
to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  and  a  rule  to  that  effect  was  granted. 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  749. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  S  BENCH, 

It  was  largely  discussed  before  us ;  but  we  are  not  now 
called  on  to  consider  bow  far  tbe  law  laid  down  in  tbat 
o.  dictum  is  correct,  because  we  think  it  clear  in  this  case,  as 

i^^BaioKToa  ^^^  learned  baron  did  in  that,  that  the  injury  has  arisen  from 
Railway     the  defendants*  misconduct  as  carriers,  and  not  as  proprie- 
tors ;  though  in  considering  the  evidence,  it  is  impossible  to 
exclude  some  reference  to  tbe  actual  state  of  the  railway. 

Hence  we  think  tbat  there  is  no  foundation  for  any 
argument  in  favour  of  the  necessity  of  a  notice ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  is  intitled  to  retain  his  verdict. 

Rule  discharged. 


William  Hilton  v.  The  Right  Honourable  Granville, 

^f*!*^*  Earl  Granville. 

Feb.  lOih. 

In  an  action     CaSE.     The  declaration  stated  that  plaintiff,  before  and 
on  ihe  case  for  .  ,         -  ,     .  , .  ,  i_     i_  ■_ 

working  mines  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  was  and  tbence  hitherto  bath  been 

"°***'^o  ih*°^    and  is  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage  or  dwelling- 

plainti£f'8         house,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  manor  of 

L'lS'houM  was  Newcastle-under-Lyme,  in  the  county  of  Sufford,  belong- 

injured  and  in   ing  to  and  supporting  which  said  messuage  or  dwelling- 

ing  for  want  of  housjB,  before  and  at  the  times  aforesaid,  there  were  certain 

propersupport,  foundations  which  plaintiff  of  right  had  enjoyed  and  was 
the  defendant  ,       .  ^  .  ^       .      .  ,       ,,  l  -        r 

claimed,  as       at  the  times  aforesaid  enjoying,  and  still  ought  to  enjoy,  for 

TOjwrin  which  ^^^  support  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  with- 

the  house  was    out  hindrance  or  disturbance. 

the^iiM ^  °^      That  before  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  a  certain  other 

therein,  a         messuage  or  dwelling-house,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate 

prescriptive        .      ,       °  ,     **  ,.  .  ,  .       • 

right  to  work    m  the  manor  and  county  aforesaid,  was  m  the  possession 

the  mines  un-   j^^j  occupation  of  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  John  Hiliim, 

der  any  houses,  '^  ,     ,  "^  '         . 

parcel  of  the     as  tenant  thereof  to  plaintiff,  the  reversion  thereof  then  and 
manor,  paying 

to  the  occupiers  of  the  surface  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  ute  of  the  surface^  hot 
without  making  compensation  on  any  other  account,  and  justified  under  that  ngbt. 
Held,  1.  That  such  a  prescription  was  bad  as  being  unreasonable. 
9.  That  such  a  right  could  not  exist  by  custom. 

S.  That  the  right,  if  maintainable  at  all,  might  have  been  claimed  under  either 
a  prescription  or  custom. 
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1844.        beeni  and  the  plaintiff  hath  been  and  is  greatly  prejudiced, 

&c.  in  his  reversionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said 

messuage,  &c.  with  the  appurtenances,  so  in  the  possession 

GaAMTiLLE.    gnj  occupation  of  the  said  John  Hilton,  as  tenant  thereof 

as  aforesaid. 

Plea  3.  As  to  the  alleged  grievances,  so  far  as  they  relate 
to  or  have  been  occasioned  by  the  defendant  having,  with- 
out leaving  proper  and  sufficient  support  in  that  behalf, 
worked  the  said  mines  underground  near  to  the  said  several 
messuageSi  &c.y  and  having  dug  for,  got  and  moved  the 
ores,  minerals  and  other  produce.  Sec,  there,  near  to  the 
said  messuages,  fiur.  That  the  said  messuages,  &c.  with 
the  appurtenances,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  always 
have  been  and  are  situate  in  the  townships  of  Sbulton, 
otherwise  Shelton,  and  Hanley,  otherwise  Handley,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  and  at  the  said  several  times  when.  Sic, 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  from  time  whereof,  &C 
and  thence  hitherto,  have  been  and  still  are  within  and  part 
and  parcel  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Newcastle- 
under-Lyme,  in  the  county  of  Stafford ;  and  that  the  said 
townships,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  have  been  and  still 
are  within  the  said  manor  or  lordship.  And  that  before 
the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  and  also  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  indenture  in  this  plea  after  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  12th  October,  a.d.  1839i  our  Sovereign 
Lady  Queen  Victoria  was  seised  in  demesne  as  of  fee,  in 
right  of  her  said  Majesty's  duchy  of  Lancaster,  of  and  in 
the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Newcastle*under-Lyme,  and 
of  and  in  the  collieries,  mines,  seams  and  veinat  of  coals 
and  veins  or  beds  of  ironstone  and  other  ores  and  minerals, 
situate,  lying  and  being  within  the  said  manor  or  lordship; 
and  that  her  said  Majesty,  and  all  those  whose  estate  she 
then  had  of  and  in  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  and  of  and 
in  the  said  collieries,  mines,  &c.  for  the  time  being,  and 
her  and  their  tenants  and  farmers,  occupiers  of  the  said 
collieries,  mines,  &c.,  and  all  those  persons  respectively  to 
whom  from  time  to  time  her  said  Majesty,  or  those  whose 
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^»talc8  sbe  bad  as  aforesaid,  have  granted  licence  and  liberty         1844. 
to  work,  search  for,  win,  get  and  bring  up  the  said  collieries, 
ttiiDes,  8lc.  from  time  whereof,  &c.   have  been  used  and 
accustomed  of  right,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been  used    Granviile 
and  accustomed,  and  they  still  of  right  ought  to  be  used  and 
accustomed,  to  get,  win  and  work  the  said  collieries,  mines, 
&c.  under  any  messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  buildings  and 
lands,  part  or  parcel  of  the  said   manor  or  lordship,  and 
Mrithin  the  townships  aforesaid,  or  either  of  them ;  and  then 
and  there  for  the  purpose  of  getting,  winning  and  working 
the  said   collieries,  mines,   &c.,  to  dig  and   make  under 
ground  all  such  mines,  pits,  shafts,  holes  and  levels,  under 
the  said  messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  buildings  and  lands, 
or  any  part  thereof,  as  might  from  time  to  time  be  expe- 
dient and  necessary  for  that  purpose,  and  out  of  the  said 
mines,  pits,  shafts,  holes  and  levels,  so  dug  and  made  as 
aforesaid,  to  raise,  dig,  get  and  move  the  coals,  ironstone, 
ores  and  other  minerals  there  found,  and  the  same  when  so 
raised,  dug,  got  and  moved  from  and  out  of  the  said  mines, 
pits,  8lc.,  to  carry  away  and  convert  to  her  and  their  own 
use,  doing  no  more  than  necessary  for  the  purpose  afore- 
md,  and  making  and  paying  to  the  respective  tenants  and 
occupiers  of  the  surface  of  any  lands  damaged  thereby  a 
reasonable  compensation  and  satisfaction  when  demanded, 
for  and  in  respect  of  the  user  of  the  surface  of  such  lands 
in  and  about  the  getting,  winning  and  working  of  the  said 
collieries,  mines,  Sec,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  any  damage 
from  time  to  time  occasioned  or  to  be  occasioned  to  the 
lurface  of  the  said  lands  by  any  thing  done  upon  the  said 
lurface  in  and  about  the  getting,  winning  and  working  the 
said  collieries,  mines,  See,  but  without  making  any  com- 
pensation or  satisfaction  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  surface 
on  any  other  account,  and  without  making  compensation  or 
satisfaction  for  any  damage  occasioned  or  to  be  occasioned 
to  any  messuages,  dwelling-houses  or  other  buildings,  within 
and  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  by  or  for 

VOL.  I. D.  M.  8  8 
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the  purpose  of  the  getting,  winniDg  and  working  the  said 
collieries,  mines,  &c. 

That  her  Majesty,  being  so  seised,  before  the  times  when, 
Sic.,  to  wit,  on  12th  October,  1839,  by  indenture,  sealed 
with  her  seal  of  her  said  duchy  of  Lancaster,  and  made 
between  herself  of  the  one  part  and  defendant  of  the  other 
part,  and  in  due  manner  inrolled  of  record  in  the  office  of 
the  auditor  of  the  said  duchy  of  Lancaster  at  Westminster, 
did  grant  and  demise  to  defendant,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators and  assigns,  all  those  collieries  or  mines,  8cc«  of  ' 
coal,  called,  &c.,  situate  within  the  said  several  liberties,                « 
townships  or  villages  of  Shulton,  Sun.  and  Haoley,  Su:.,               « 
within  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Newcastle-under-               - 
Lyme,  parcel  of  the   possessions  of  her  Majesty's  ssid               ^ 
duchy  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  and  all  other  mines,  &c« 
of  coal  belonging  to  her  Majesty  within  the  liberties,  &c. 
aforesaid,  with  full  liberty,  &c.  to  and  for  defendant,  bis               ^ 
executors.  Sec.  to  dig,  search  for,  discover,  win  and  get  the               ^ 
mines,  veins  and  seams  of  coal  within  the  said  liberties,               «• 
8lc.,  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  8cc.,  and  to  take,  carry  away               '^ 
and  convert  the  same,  Sic.,  and  for  the  more  efl^ectually               "** 
draining,  getting,  winning  and  working,  &€,,  to  dig  and  ' 
sink  pits,  8cc.,  and  to  do  all  other  acts  which  should  be  - 
necessary  and  expedient  for  the  several  purposes  aforesaid,  < 
within  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  liberties.  Sic  in  as  large,  < 
ample  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  the  said  Queen*a  Ma« 
jesty,  her  heirs,  &c.  might  or  could  have  done  if  that  inden- 
ture had  not  been  made :  habendum  to  defendant,  his  ex- 
ecutors, &c.,  from  the  29th  September  next  preceding  the 
day  of  the  date  of  that  indenture,  for  thirty-one  years,  from 
thence  next,  8cc.     By  virtue  of  which  several  premises  de- 
fendant entered  and  became  possessed,  &c. 

That  by  virtue  of  the  indenture,  after  the  making  of  the 
indenture  and  during  the  term,  &c.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  defend- 
ant got,  won  and  worked  certain  mines,  &c.  in  the  inden- 
ture mentioned  and  thereby  granted,  See.,  and  situate  near 
to  the  said  messuages^  &c.  of  the  plaintiff,  and  within  the 
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liberties,  &c.  aforesaid,  and  then,  for  the  purpose  of  getting, 

winning  and  working  the  said  mines,  seams  and  veins  of 

coal,  8tc.,  dug  and  made  under  ground  certain  mines,  pits, 

shafts,  holes  and  levels  under  certain  lands,  being  part  and 

parcel  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  and  situate  within  the 

said  townships  and  near  to  the  said  messuages  or  dwelling- 

iiouses  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  appurtenances ;  the  same 

mines,  pits,  &c.  being  expedient  and  necessary  for  that 

purpose,  and  then  dug,  got  and  moved  from  out  of  the  said 

sninet^  pits,  &c.  certain  large  quantities  of  coal,  8cc.  by  the 

said  indenture  also  granted,  which  said  digging  and  making. 

Sue.,  and  digging,  getting  and  moving,  8cc.,  is  the  working 

of  mines  and  digging,  8cc.  without  leaving  proper  or  8u£B- 

crient  support,  &c.  in  the  declaration  mentioned.    Whereby 

cand    by  means  and   reason  of  the  premises  in  this  plea 

Aforesaid,  the  respective  foundations  of  the  said  several 

aneaauages,  &c.  of  the  plaintiff  unavoidably  became  and 

"were  a  little  weakened,  &c.,  undermined,  8cc.,  defendant 

on  |he  said  occasions  doing  no  more  than  was  necessary  for 

alie  aeveral  purposes  aforesaid,  and  doing  no  unnecessary 

damage  to  plaintiff.    Verification. 

Replication :  as  to  so  much  (a)  of  the  third  plea  as  relates 
to  the  messuage  secondly  mentioned,  that  before  the  com- 
milting,  &c.  and  before  the  making  of  said  indenture,  to 
wit,  15th  July,  1807,  our  late  Sovereign  Lord  King  Gforge 
the  Third  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  and 
in   right  thereof  of  the  said  manor  of  Newcastle-under« 
Lyme,  and  mines  and  minerals,  Sec,  that  from  time  whereof, 
tic  the  tenements  after  mentioned  were  and  still  are  within 
ind  parcel  and  customary  tenements  of  the  manor,  and 
demisable  by  copy  of  court  roll  in  fee  at  the  will  of  the 
lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor.     That  before 
the  committing,  &c.,  and  before  the  making  of  the  inden- 
ture in  the  third  plea  mentioned,  to  wit,  at  a  special  court 
baron,  held  on,  &c.,  George  the  Third,  being  so  seised,  &c., 

(a)  The  replication  n^  to  the  other  part  of  the  third  plea  led  to  nn 
in  fact. 

s  s  2 
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granted  the  messuage,  &c.  with  the  appurtenances,  &c.  to 
plaintiff  in  fee,  to  hold  at  the  will,  &c.,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  by  the  rents  and  services  thereof 
due  and  of  right  accustomed.  By  virtue  of  which  grant 
plaintiff,  before  the  making,  &c.,  entered  and  was  seised, 
Sic.,  and  so  continued  until  the  time  when,  &c.  That 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  grant  the  said  messuage  was 
supported  by  the  said  foundations,  and  had  no  others,  and 
they  were  part  and  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  were  necessary 
to  the  support  of  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  so  that  without 
the  same  it  could  not  stand  or  be  used,  8cc.,  and  they  con- 
tinued so  necessary,  &c.  until  and  at  the  times  when,  Sec., 
and  by  reason  thereof  plaintiff  and  his  tenants,  &c.,  during 
all  the  times,  &c.  had  enjoyed  and  of  right  ought.  Sec.,  as 
in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

That  John  Hilton  entered  as  tenant  to  plaintiff  after  the 
grant;  that  the  manor,  &c.  descended  from  George  the  Third 
to  the  Queen  as  heiress  of  William  the  Fourth ;  and  that 
defendant,  claiming  by  colour  of  a  certain  surrender,  pre- 
tended to  have  been  made  by  plaintiff,  whereas  nothing 
ever  passed  thereby,  committed  the  grievances,  &c.  Veri- 
fication. 

Rejoinder :  as  to  the  prescription,  similiter. 

As  to  the  replication  with  respect  to  the  second  messuage, 
special  demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 

Plea  4:  a  justification  under  an  immemorial  custom 
within  the  manor,  in  the  terms  of  the  third  plea,  mutatis 
mutandis.     Verification. 

Replication :  the  same  with  respect  to  the  second  mes* 
suage(a)  as  the  replication  to  the  third  plea,  mutatis  mu« 
tandis. 

Rejoinder :  as  to  the  custom,  similiter. 

As  to  the  replication  with  respect  to  the  second  mea« 
suage,  that,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  the 
tenements  in  the  replication  mentioned  to  have  been 
granted  to  plaintiff  have  been  immemorially  demised  and 

(a)  The  other  part  of  the  repKcalion  to  the  fourth  plea  led  to  an  issue 
of  fact. 
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demisable  by  copy  of  court  roll,  subject  to  the  custom  in         1844. 
the  fourth  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the  last  mentioued 
messuage,  &c.  was  granted  to  plaintiff  by  George  the  Third,  V. 

subject  to  the  said  custom.     Verification.  Granville. 

Special  demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 
There  being  a  demurrer  on  each  side»  each  party  claimed 
^he  right  to  begin.     Erie  on  this  point  cited  The  Earl  of 
JPalmouth  v.  Thomas  {a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  practice  is  understood  to  be, 
'dat  the  party  who  first  demurs  is  entitled  to  begin. 

Erie  for  the  defendant  (6).     The  replications  are  bad  and 

C  Sie  pleas  good.     (As  the  judgment  is  confined  to  the  vali- 

«=9  ity  of  the   pleas,  the   argument   on   the   replications  is 

^.^  milted.)     The  third  and  fourth  pleas  in  substance  set  up 

^m.    claim^  by  the  owner  of  the  minerals  against  the  owner  of 

K:Kie  surface,  to  have  the  right  of  doing  all  that  may  be 

KA  ^cessary  to  get  the  minerals,  and,  as  far  as  underground 

c^  j[>eration8  are   concerned,   without  compensation.     The 

C3^  ^^Krner  of  a  house  is  not  entitled  to  have  it  supported  by 

^ft:Be  adjoining  land  of  another  person,  unless  the  house  be 

^«3  ancient  house,  so  as  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant 

^ gainst  the  adjoining  landowner:    Partridge  v.  Scott  (c), 

^^yatt  V.  Harri$on{d),     Suppose  the  surface  in  this  case 

'^^^  have  been  parted  with,  subject  to  the  right  of  mining, 

^\ie  owner  of  the  house  could  not  have  the  right  claimed. 

^r*he  introductory  part  of  the  pleas  limits  the  justification 

V>  the  bare  fact  of  leaving  the  houses  without  support,  so 

^  to  throw  aside  and  exclude  any  charge  of  negligent  or 

improper  mining.     Dodd  v.  Holme  {e)  and  Harris  v.  Ry- 

dUig{f)f  therefore,  do  not  apply.     Suppose  the  owner  of 

two  adjacent  houses  is  in  the  habit  of  carrying  on  a  nuisance 

(«)  1  C.  &  M.  89.  (c)  3  M.  &  W.  920. 

{h)  The  case  was  argued  on  a  (</)  3  B.  &  Ad.  871. 

fonner  day  in  this  vacation  (Feb.  (e)   1  A.  &  £.  493;  S.  C.  3  N. 

5),  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Pat-  &  M.  739. 

(aoM,  Cckridge  and  Wightman  Js.  (/)  5  M.  &  W.  60. 
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li44.        in  one  of  themi  and  lelli  the  other  house  with  notice  of 

^"^"^^      the  nuisance  :  could  the  purchaser  sue  him  ?    Here  it  maj 

«»  be  taken  that  the  surface  and  the  minerals  formerly  belonged 

OiAHti&tt.   ^^  iijg  g^^jg  person.     Ih  mineral  districts,  the  surface  it 

commonly  of  little  value.    Is  it  improbable  or  utireaaonable 

that  the  owner,  when  parting  with  the  surface^  should  sti- 

)>ulate  that  the  griimee  should  hold  it  subject  to  all  the 

grantor's  rights  of  mining? 

The  right  claimed  is  sufficiently  certain,  and  is  not  bad 
as  invoWihg  a  claim  to  destroy  the  subjeci-illitter  of  the 
supposed  grant  If  the  surface  fall  it  will  be  still  surface. 
If  a  person  claiming  a  toll  for  passing  over  a  highway  can 
shew  that  the  toll  and  soil,  though  now  setered,  were  once 
in  the  same  hands,  it  may  be  presumed  that  the  soil  was 
granted  to  the  public  in  consideration  of  the  tolls,  for  "  the 
rule  with  regard  to  prescriptions  is,  that  every  prescription 
is  good  if  by  any  possibility  it  can  be  supposed  to  ha?e  bad 
a  legal  commencement:"  Lord  Pelhatn  v.  Pichersgill{u). 
In  Boumt  v.  Taylor  {b)  it  was  held  that  the  lord  of  a 
manor  has  no  right,  without  a  custom,  to  enter  upon  the 
copyholds  within  his  manor  to  bore  for  mines,  but  it  was 
not  disputed  that  by  custom  or  reservation  he  might  do  so. 
In  Paddock  ▼.  Forrester  {c)  the  same  right  of  mining  in  this 
very  manor  was  pleaded,  and  its  validity  in  point  of  law 
was  not  disputed.  The  Earl  of  Cardigan  v,  Armitage{d) 
is  an  instance  of  a  similar  right. 

As  to  the  fourth  plea,  which  relies  upon  a  custom,  it  is 
enough  to  shew  that  such  a  custom  may  have  had  a  rea- 
sonable origin.  Such  a  custom  then  may  well  rest  on 
agreement.  In  Tyson  v.  Smith  {e),  the  custom  there  con» 
sidered  is  so  put.  ''  The  custom,'*  says  Tindal  C.  J., 
"  arrives  at  last  to  an  agreement,  which  has  beeti  evidenced 
by  such  repeated  acts  of  assent  on  both  sides  firom  the  eaN 
liest  times,  beginning  before  time  of  memory  and  continuing 

(a)  1  T.  R.  6(50,  667.  (rf)  3  B.  &  C.  107  ;  S.  C.  3  IX 

(6)  10  East,  189.  &  R.  414. 

(c)  3  M.  &  Gr.  906.  (c)  0  A.  Ik  £.  495 ;  iS.  C.  ia  Q. 

B.,  6  A.  &  £.  745. 
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down  to  our  own  times,  that  it  has  become  the  law  of  the         1844. 
particular  place."    In  Baieson  \t  Green{a)  it  was  held,  that 
the  right  of  commoners  may  be  subservient  to  the  right  of      '"  v! 
ehe  lord  in  the  soil,  so  that  the  lord  may  dig  clay  pits  with*    G»AHVtu.it. 
out  leaving  sufficient  herbage  for  the  commoners.    Buller  J. 
in  his  judgment  observed,  ''Where  there  are  two  distinct 
rights  claimed  by  different  parties,  which  encroach  on  each 
other  in  the  enjoyment  of  them,  the  question  is,  which  of 
Clie  two  rights  is  subservient  to  the  other?     It  may  be 
either  the  lord's  right  which  is  subservient  to  the  com<- 
nnoners,  or  the  commoners'  which  is  subservient  to  the 
lord's.     In  general  one  would  say  that  the  lord's  is  the 
superior  right,  because  the  property  of  the  soil  is  in  him ; 
but,  if  the  custom  established  by  evidence  shew  that  it  is 
subservient  to  the  commoners,  then  he  cannot  use  the  com- 
iilon  beyond  that  extent,  otherwise  he  subjects  himself  to 
an  action  for  the  excess.    But  here  the  evidence  shews  that 
tbe  commoners'  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  common  has 
alvrays  been  subservient  to  the  lord's,  for  he  has  always 
dug  the  common  when,  where  and  in  what  manner  he 
pleased."     In  Clarkson  v.  Woodhouse  {b)  the  lord  alleged  a 
custom  for  the  tenants  to  have  portions  of  the  waste  assigned 
to  them  for  getting  turves,  and  for  tbe  lord,  after  such  por- 
tions had  been  cleared  of  the  turves,  to  have  the  ground 
free  from  common.     The  custom  was  objected  to  as  un- 
reasonable, because  in  destruction  of  the  right  claimed  by 
the  tenants.     But  it  was  answered  by  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J., 
"This  is  a  qualification  of  the  right;  suppose  it  introduced 
at  the  same  time  with  tbe  grant,  the  grantor  might  qualify 
it  io  any  way.     It  is  not  an  unreasonable  matter  of  agree- 
ment or  grant,  therefore  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  or 
repugnant  in  this,"    In  Folkard  v.  Hemmett  (c),  De  Grey 
C.J,  appears  to  have  suggested  that  the  lord  might  reserve 
the  right  of  granting  part  of  the  common  to  strangers  for 
bailding.     In  Place  v.  Jackson  {d)  the  right  of  common  was 

(a)  5  T.  R.  411.  (c)  5  T.  R.  417,  n. 

lb)  5  T.  R.  412,  n.  (d)  4  D.  &  R.  318. 
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1844.  held  to  be  subservient  to  the  lord's  right  of  digging  stone. 

^"^^  Iw  Broadbent  v.  Wilk${a\  a  custom  for  the  lord  when 

V.  working  coal  pits  to  throw  the  earth  near  to  the  pits  and 

Granville  j^^^^  j^  ^^^^^  ^^^  |j^jj  ^^^  f^^  uncertaintj.     Yet  it  was 

said  by  fVilles  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  "  The  objection  that  this  custom  is  only  beneficial 
to  the  lord  and  greatly  prejudicial  to  the  tenants,  is,  we 
think,  of  no  weight ;  for  it  might  have  a  reasonable  com- 
mencement notwithstanding,  for  the  lord  might  take  less 
for  the  land  on  account  of  this  disadvantage  to  his  tenant." 
In  Arleit  v.  Ellis  {b)  it  was  held,  that  a  custom  for  the  lord 
of  a  manor  to  inclose  the  waste  without  limit  was  bad, 
as  being  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  commoners. 
In  that  case  undoubtedly  the  exercise  of  an  unlimited 
right  of  building  would  destroy  the  common  altogether. 
Here  the  surface  will  not  be  destroyed  by  the  right  claimed. 
They  also  referred  on  this  point  to  the  custom  of  bound- 
ing (considered  in  Doe  d.  Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Aldersan{c), 
The  Case  of  Mines  (d),  Hix  v.  Gardiner  {e),  Milk  v. 
Benet{f),  Gilb.  Ten.  305,  3th  ed.). 

If  it  be  objected  that  the  lease  stated  in  the  pleas  is  void, 
as  not  having  been  made  in  conformity  with  stat.  1  Jnm 
c.  7 J  s.  5,  the  defect,  if  any,  is  cured  by  pleading  over: 
Bishop  of  London  v.  Mercers'  Company  {g),  Fletcher  v. 
Pogson{h).  At  all  events  the  lease  would  be  valid  during 
the  life  of  the  Queen, 

Kelly  contra.  The  defendant  claims  a  right  to  mine 
under  dwelling-houses,  which  are  admitted  to  be  immemo- 
rial, without  leaving  them  necessary  support;  and  this 
without  notice  and  without  compensation.  Such  a  right  is 
very  different  from  the  right  to  undermine  arable  or  pasture 

(a)  Wilics,  360.  (c)   2  Bulst.  195. 

(6)  r  B.  &  C.  346;  5.  C.  9  D.  If)  Yearb.  Trio.  2  H.  4.  24  B. 

&  R.  897.  pi.  20. 

(c)  Note  to  the  report  of  Vice  v.  (g)  2  Sir.  925,  931. 

Thomas,  by  Smirke,  p.  39.  (A)  3  R  &  C,  192;  .SI  C.  5  D« 

(d)  Plowd.  310,  336.  &  R.  1. 
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land.     It  18  said  that  unless  this  right  exist  it  will  be  im-         1844. 
possible  to  mine  under  houses.     But  no  such  consequence       ^ 
follows ;  it  will  merely  be  necessary  for  the  miner  to  leave    ^     v. 
pillars  to  support  the  houses. 

The  right  claimed,  whether  by  way  of  custom  or  pre- 
scription,  iq  void  on  two  grounds:   1.  It  destroys  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  tenure.     2.  It  tends  to  a  common  nui- 
sance.    It  does  not  follow  the  rules  of  a  valid  custom,  as 
laid  down  in  Le  Case  de  Tanistry  (a).     It  is  ridiculous  to 
suppose  that  the  houses  in  question  were  built  subject  to 
an  agreement  that  the  miner  might  let  them  down  whenever 
he  pleased.     Broadbent  v.  Wilks  (6)  is  decisive  of  the  pre- 
sent case;  and  Badger  v.  Ford{c)  and  Jrlell  v.  Ellis (d) 
are  strong  authorities  for  the  plaintiff,  for  they  shew  that 
the  lord  cannot  have  the  right  to  destroy  even  an  incident 
of  his  grant.     Here  the  whole  subject  is  destroyed,     //ar- 
^  V.  Ryding  (e)  shews  that  the  miner  is  bound  to  leave 
support  for  the  surface.     If  the  right  claimed  could  exist, 
the  plea  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  allege  that  the  right  has  been 
imiDemorially  used. 

The  right  must  therefore    be  claimed    by  prescription. 

^ut  the  lord  cannot  prescribe  against  his  tenant.    Whatever 

''ight  the  lord  has  is  by  custom.     [Coleridge  J.   It  does  not 

appear  on  the  pleas  that  the  premises  are  copyhold.    Pat- 

'^on  J.   If  the  replication  is  got  rid  of  as  argumentative, 

there  will  be  nothing  on  the  record  to  shew  that  the  pre- 

Qiises  are  copyhold.]     However  that  may  be,  the  right, 

whether  claimed  by  prescription  or  custom,  is  void.   It  must 

he  supposed  by  the  defendant  that  the  owner  of  the  dwel- 

Kng-house  granted  the  right  of  undermining  it.     [Patteson 

J.  That  is  not  the  supposition,  but  that  the  owner  of  the 

nime  made  the  grant  to  the  owner  of  the  dwelling-house 

subject  to  the  right  of  mining.]     Then  the  reservation  is 

bid  as  being  repugnant  to  the  grant.     In  Shepp.  Touch. 

(«)  Davys,  S8.  (cQ  7  B.  &  C.  346  \  8.C.  9  D. 

(6)  WiUes,  360.  &  R.  897. 

ISc)  S  B.  &  Aid.  153.  («)  5  M.  &  W.  60. 
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1844.  p.  79>  c.  5,  8.  7>  it  is  laid  down  that  an  exception  is  in* 
valid^  if  it  ''  be  such  as  is  repugnant  to  the  grant,  and  dotli 
V.  utterly  subvert  it  and  take  awaj  the  fruit  of  it,  as  if  onl 

GiAafiLLfe.  grant  a  manor  or  land  to  another,  excepting  the  profiti 
thereof;  or  make  a  feoffment  of  a  close  of  meadow  or  pas- 
ture, reserving  or  excepting  the  grass  of  it;  or  grant  a 
manor  excepting  the  services,"  See  also Pof/er  v.  Norih{a)i 
Vin.  Abr.  265,  Prescription,  (G),  pi.  4,  and  DewM  v,  Sm- 
der$(b)  shew  this  claim  to  be  invalid,  as  tending  to  a 
nuisance. 

In  the  cases  cited  for  the  defendant,  there  was  some 
incident  only  of  the  subject-matter  destroyed,  and  not  the 
subject-matter  itself.  [Patteson  J.  referred  to  Lord  LOMS- 
dale^s  case,  cited  in  Wyrley  Canal  Company  v.  Bradley  (c).] 
In  Paddock  v.  Forrester  {d)  and  The  Earl  of  Cardigan  v. 
Armitage{e),  no  question  was  raised  as  to  the  legality  of 
the  prescription.  In  Bateson  v.  Green  {/)  the  marginal 
note  is  not  warranted  by  the  judgment,  and  if  the  meanittg 
of  the  case  is  that  the  lord  may  deprive  the  commoner  of 
his  common  altogether,  it  is  not  law,  and  is  certainly  not 
upheld  to  that  extent  in  Artlett  v.  Ellis  {g). 

He  also  contended  that  the  lease  stated  in  the  pleas  was 
void  under  stat.  i  Ann, 

Erie  in  reply  contended  that  there  was  no  claim  by  the 
defendant  to  commit  a  common  nuisance,  as  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  houses  were  in  a  public  place ;  that  bis 
claim  would  certainly  be  supported  by  an  express  grant; 
and  that  the  claim  was  not  to  destroy  the  dwelling-houses 
at  pleasure,  but  that  the  tenant  had  chosen  to  take  tbtoi 
subject  to  a  contingency,  which  might  never  have  happened^ 
of  the  vein  of  coal  taking  a  certain  direction. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  1  Vent.  383.  (e)  2  B.  &  C.  197;  S.  C.  3  D. 

lb)  Cro.  Jac.  490.  &  R.  414. 

(c)  7  East,  368,  371,  372.  (/)  5  T.  R.  411. 

id)  3  M.  &  Gr.  903.  (g)  7  B.  &  C.  365;  S.C.  9  D. 

&  R.  897. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the        i844. 

Court  as  follows : — This  is  an  action  on  the  case  for  inju-      ^T^"^^^^ 

liog  two  ancient  houses ;  one  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  the  v. 

Otbsr  held  under  hint  by  a  tenant.    These  acts  are  justified    Granville. 

hj  a  prMCription,  stated  in  the  third  plea,  and  by  a  custom 
flit  out  in  the  fourth,  by  which  a  right  is  claimed  for  the 
<tefendant  as  lessee  of  the  manor  of  Newcastle-uuder-Lyme. 
<His  Lordship  here  stated  the  claims  of  right  as  alleged  in 
the  pleas.) 

These  pleas  are  demurred  to>  as  setting  forth  a  prescrip- 
€100  or  custom  which  cannot  be  sustained  at  law,  because 
unreasonable.  In  considering  the  question,  we  make  no 
distinction  between  the  two  pleas ;  they  are  the  same  with 
.reference  to  the  objection.  If  either  the  prescription  or 
-she  cuBtonf  is  bad  on  that  account,  the  other  must  be  bad 
likewise;  and,  if  the  one  is  valid  in  law,  the  other  may  be 
^valid  also.  We  also  think  that  the  question,  whether  these 
Sioos^s  are  freehold  or  copyhold,  does  not  affect  that  which 
3[  have  just  stated.  If  the  custom  can  so  far  prevail  as  to 
aattieh  on  all  the  freehold  houses  within  the  manor,  it  might 
^bo  attach  on  all  ancient  copyhold  houses,  such  as  the 
^lefendant  has  described  these  two  houses. 

The  principle  upon  which  this  custom  is  said  to  be  in- 
"^^alid,  is  laid  down  by  Willes  C.J.  in  Broadbent  v.  W%lk$(a). 
*3^he  paragraph  was  cited  by  both  parties  in  the  argument. 
^*  The  objection,  that  this  custom  is  only  beneficial  to  the 
A^iMd,  and  greatly  prejudicial  to  the  tenants,  is,  we  think,  of 
^30  weight ;  for  it  might  have  a  reasonable  commencement 
^lotwithBtanding,  for  the  lord  might  take  less  for  the  land 
^Mi  account  of  this  disadvantage  to  his  tenant.  But  the 
%nie  objections  to  this  custom  are,  that  it  is  uncertain  and 
likewise  unreasonable,  as  it  may  deprive  the  tenant  of  the 

'^hoU  ben^t  of  the  land,  and  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the 

temM  ai  first  wtmld  come  into  such  an  agreement** 

The  custom  thus  held  invalid  was  this,  that  **  when  and 
as  often  as  the  lord  of  the  manor  or  his  tenants  of  the  col- 

(fl)  Willes,  360. 
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lieries  or  coal  mines/  "  have  sunk  pits  io  the  freehold  lands 
in  Halton/'  ''  for  the  working  of  the  said  collieries  there, 
to  gel  coals  coming  and  arising  frSm  thence/  the  lord  and 
his  tenants  *'  have  used  and  been  accustomed  to  throw,  cast^ 
and  place^  '^  the  earth,  clay,  stones/  &c.  **  coming  there-— 
from  together  in  heaps  on  the  land  near  to  such  pits,*^ 
"  there  to  remain  and  continue,  and  to  "  place"  wood  ther^ 
for  the  necessary  use  of  the  said  pits,  and  to  take  and  carr^ 
away  from  thence  with  carts"  ''  part  of  the  said  coals  s^; 
laid  and  placed  there,  and  to  burn  and  make  into  cinder^  ^ 
there  other  part  of  the  said  coals,"  *'  at  his  and  their  wif  / 
and  pleasure," 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes,  after  pointing  out  the  uncer* 
tainty  of  the  alleged  custom,  proceeds :  *^  And  certainly  do 
custom  can  be  more  unreasonable  than  the  present  It 
may  deprive  the  tenant  of  the  whole  profits  of  the  land; 
for  the  lord  or  his  tenants  may  dig  coal  pits  when  and  as 
often  as  they  please,  and  may  in  such  case  lay  their  coals 
&c.  on  any  part  of  the  tenant's  land,  if  near  to  such  coal 
pits,  at  what  time  of  the  year  they  please,  and  may  let  then 
lie  there  as  long  as  they  please  ;  so  they  may  be  laid  on  tbe 
tenant's  land  and  continue  there  for  ever,  though  it  may  be 
more  convenient  for  the  lord  to  bring  them  on  his  own 
land,  which  is  absurd  and  unreasonable." 

The  case  was  removed  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  into  this  Court:   after  being  argued 
several  times,  the  judgment  was  unanimously  aflSrmed(a)* 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  said  (6)  that  the  question  waSf 
'^  whether  this  was  a  reasonable  lex  loci,  which  they  held 
it  not  to  be,  inasmuch  as  it  laid  a  great  burden  upon  the 
land  of  the  plaintiff,  without  any  consideration  appearing, 
either  public  or  private.     That  it  savoured  of  an  arbitrary 
power,  and  might  (as  laid)  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  lord 
totally  to  deprive  the  tenant  of  the  benefit  of  the  land,  there 
being  no  restriction  in  time,  and  the  word  near  was  too 

(a)  WUkes  v.  Broadhent,  1  Wils.         (6)  3  Str.  U25. 
eS;S.C.2  Str.  19S4. 
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▼ague  and  unceruin."    The  report  in  Wilson,  after  men-         1844. 

tioning  the  vagueness  of  that  word,  remarks  also  that  the       ^'-^-'^ 

custom  18  "  very  unreasonable,  for  it  laid  such  a  great  bur-  v. 

den  upon  the  tenant's  land,  without  any  consideration  or  GaANvitiE. 
advantage  to  him,  as  tended  to  destroy  his  estate,  and  defeat 
Iiim  of  the  whole  profits  of  his  land,  and  savours  much  of 
arbitrary  power,  being  pleaded  to  be  at  the  will  and  plea- 
sure of  the  lord,  and  to  do  it  as  often  and  when  he  pleases;" 
'^  and  what  was  said  at  the  bar  touching  the  public  utility 
of  coal  pits  to  the  realm  cannot  be  considered,  for  the  pits 
may  be  worked  without  this  custom,  for  ought  that  appears 
to  the  contrary;*'  ''  and  to  support  this  custom  would  be 
to  take  away  the  whole  benefit  of  the  land  granted  origi- 
nally to  the  copyholder  by  the  lord ;  and  it  is  a  void  custom 
and  contrary  to  law,  that  the  lessor  shall  have  common 
encounter  son  demise  quia  est  part  del  chose  demise  ;  Palm. 
fil£(a);  and  this  custom,  being  pleaded  to  be  at  the  will 
and  pleasure  of  the  lord,  tends  to  make  him  judge  in  his 
own  cause,  which  the  law  will  not  endure," 

There  can  be  no  necessity  for  shewing  by  a  comparison  of 
details,  that  the  custom  now  pleaded  is  far  more  oppressive 
than  that  which  was  thus  deliberately  condemned  by  both 
Courts.  The  words  ''  at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  lord" 
do  not  indeed  appear  in  the  present  record :  but  such  is 
the  effect  of  the  claim ;  for  the  lessee  of  the  duchy  and  his 
aob-tenants  assume  the  power  of  entering  any  lands  within 
the  manor,  and  searching  for  minerals,  without  any  restric- 
tion as  to  times  and  seasons,  or  the  mode  of  occupation  or 
culture.  Several  cases  were  cited  to  shew  that  such  a 
custom  might  be  valid.  The  most  recent,  Paddock  v. 
Forrester (b),  though  arising  in  the  same  district,  has  no 
bearing  whatever  on  the  point  before  us.  The  plaintiff* 
there  sued  for  trespass  in  digging  and  taking  away  his  land 
and  the  coal  ore  there.  The  defendant  justified  in  his  third 
|rfea,  under  a  custom  stated  generally,  and  in  his  fourth. 


0)  WkUe  V.  iSoyer,  Palm.  211. 


{b)  3  M.  &  G.  903. 
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under  the  same  custom  as  qualified  by  a  right  to  comp 
sation.     The  general  custom  was  traversed:   upder  < 
9.  special  custom,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  ms 

Gr4«villb.  aiifgcient  compensation.  At  a  trial  at  bar  in  the  Cpurt 
Common  Pleas,  the  jury  found  the  compensation  insu 
cient,  and  the  Court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
the  third  plea,  holding  that  it  was  not  supported  by  pre 
of  the  qualified  custom.  The  injury  to  foundations  was 
no  way  connected  with  that  triaU 

The  greatest  reliance,  howeveri  was  placed  on  some  d< 
cisions,  in  which  a  custom  derogatory  to  the  lord's  on 
grant  has  been  holden  valid.  Batpion  v.  Gr€en(a)  is  th 
strongest  of  these  cases,  where  the  lord  of  the  maoor  de 
fended  himself  successfully  against  a  cpromoner*  wboi 
eiLtent  of  common  he  had  curtailed  by  taking  clay,  on  pnH) 
that  the  lord  had  constantly  done  so«  The  language  o 
Lord  Kenyan  is  certainly  large,  though  considered  by  Bq 
ley  J.,  in  Arlett  v.  MUisib),  to  be  subject  to  some  restno 
tion.  If,  indeed,  it  must  be  taken  to  impart  that  a  lord 
after  granting  rights  of  common,  may  help  biipself  to  to; 
portion  of  the  common  land  to  the  exclusion  of  bis  griB 
tees,  such  a  doctrine  is  incompatible  with  many  other  ctl9f 
and  cannot  be  supported  in  principle.  The  two  decisjoQi 
in  the  notes  to  Bateion  v.  Green  (^a)  are  much  more  an 
tioMsly  worded;  and  in  that  of  Folkard  v.  Hemfntit(c] 
Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  expressed  himself  conforms^! 
to  what  we  consider  the  true  legal  principle.  '^  Tb^  i^ 
fendants  justify  under  the  usage.  I  will  not  call  it  a  custoH 
because  I  look  on  it  as  a  reserved  right  of  the  lord ;"  ai 
assuredly,  whatever  the  lord  can  reasonably  be  supposed  l 
have  reserved  out  of  his  grant,  the  usage  may  adequate 
prove  that  he  did  reserve.  But  a  claim  destructive  of  tl 
subject-matter  of  the  grant  cannot  be  set  up  by  any  usi|| 
£ven  if  the  grant  could  be  produced  in  specie,  reserving 
right  in  the  lord  to  deprive  his  grantee  of  the  enjoyment 

(a)  5  T.  R,  411.  (^c)  5  T.  R.  417,   note  (a) 

(6)  r  B.  &  C.  346;  5.  C.  9  D.      Baieson  v.  Green. 
&  R.  897. 
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tlie  thing  granted,  such  a  clause  must  be  rejected  as  repug-        i844. 
oiot  and  absurd.     That  the  prescription  or  custom  here      '''^^^^^ 

H  f  LTO  V 

pleaded  has  this  destructive  effect,  and  is  so  repugnant  and  ,. 

void,  appears  to  us  too  clear  from  the  simple  statement  to    Gbanviile. 
admit  of  illustration  by  argument. 

Our  speedy  decision  was  requested  by  both  parties,  and 
our  opinion  being  clear  ought  not  to  be  delayed.  If  it  is 
wrong,  it  may  be  placed  immediately  in  the  proper  train 
for  correction. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


Mould  v.  Williams  and  another  (a). 

Trespass  for  taking  and  carrying  away  the  plaintiff's  ^"hwa^Act 
timber.  (8tat.5&6 

Plea.     Not  guilty  (by  statute).  ^7%^^!^ 

Issue  thereon.  enacts  ihat  if 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  Middlesex  ^c'^isUid'^' 
Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  it  appeared  that  the  upon  any  high- 

j  •    J  .      •  i.    I  /.I  r  ^'^y  so  ^  ^^ 

aefendants   were  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  be  a  nuisance, 

Middlesex,  and  that  they  justified  the  trespass  under  the  and  shall  not 

'  -^   •*  '  after  notice  be 

Highway  Act,    stat.  5  &  6   Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.   73,  which  removed,  it 

enacts,  that  "  if  any  timber,  stone,  &c.,  shall  be  laid  upon  f^^^iie^iTr^^"' 

any  highway  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  siiall  not  after  veyor,byorder 

notice  given  by  the  surveyor,  &c ,  be  forthwith  removed,  a  justice  to 

it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  surveyor,  &c.,  by  order  in  r*"™.®^©  the 
.  ,        ^  .       .  ,  ......  timber,  «cc.) 

wntmg  from  any  one  justice,  to  clear  the  said  highway  by  an  order  of'^a 

removing  the  said  stone,  &c."     The  surveyor  of  the  high-  1)1*^^^%^*^" 

ways  in  the  parish  of  Enfield  had  given  the  plaintiff  notice  plaintiff's  tim- 

to  remove  certain   timber  alleged  to  be  lying  on   and  ob-  oiuhe^highway 

structing    the    highway.       The    timber    not    having    been  pnd  directing 

removed,   the  same  officer  summoned  the  plaintiff  to  shew  conclusive  to 

cause  before  the  defendants  why  the  timber  should  not  be  ^^^^  ?1^*'  'be 

locus  in  quo 
(a)  Decided  on  the  last  day  of  the  term.  was  a  hieh- 

way,  so  that 
the  plainlifrin  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  justice  who  made  the  order  cannot  dis- 
pute his  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  that  the  lucus  in  quo  was  not  a  highway. 
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1844.        removed  from  the  highway.    The  plaintiff  attended  the 
^"-^^^^^      summons.    The  surveyor  gave  his  information  upon  oath^ 
9.  and,  after  a  hearing,  requested  the  defendants  to  issue  their 

WiLUAMs.     warrant  for  removing  the  timber  from  the  highway.     They 
issued  their  warrant  reciting  these  proceedings,  and  di- 
recting the  surveyor  to  remove  the  timber  from  the  highway. 
For  the  surveyor's  execution  of  this  warrant,  the  magistrates 
were  sued  as  trespassers  on  the  ground  that  they  had  no« 
jurisdiction,   because   the    place    where   the   timber    wasj 
removed  was  not  part  of  the  highway.    The  warrant  wa 
produced.     For  the  plaintiff  it  was  proposed  to  shew  that 
the  place  from  which  the  timber  had  been  removed  was  no 
part  of  the  highway.     His  lordship  held  the  order  to  be 
conclusive  on  this  point,  and  rejected  the  evidence.     Ver 
diet  for  the  defendants. 

Bramwell  moved  (a)  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  thal^^  -^ 
the  order  was  not  conclusive  to  shew  the  locus  in  quo  toK=a> 
be  a  highway,  and  that  therefore  the  evidence  on  this  poin^i'  '^ 
should  have  been  admitted.  In  Branwell  v.  Panneck  {b\  a^^^ 
person,  employed  by  an  attorney  to  keep  possession  oi^  ^^ 
goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa.,  made  complaint  to  a  magistrate^^^ 
that  he  could  not  obtain  payment  for  bis  services,  and  the*^^^ 

magistrate,  having  summoned  the  party  and  heard  the  com 

plaint,  proceeded  under  slat,  £0  Geo.  2,  c.  19*  and  made  ^^ 
an  order  upon  the  attorney  for  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  ^^ 
which  was  afterwards  levied  on  his  goods.  It  was  held  -^ 
the  magistrate  was  liable  in  trespass,  for  that  the  service  "^ 
performed  was  not  of  a  nature  to  give  jurisdiction  under  "^ 
the  statute.     In  that  case  it  might  have  been  said  that  the  ' 

nature  of  the  service  was  a  fact  which  the  magistrate  had 
to  adjudicate  on,  and  therefore  that  his  judgment  was  con- 
clusive, yet  the  Court  decided  that  he  was  liable  on  the 
ground  that  the  complainant  was  not  a  labourer  within  the 
statute  in  point  of  fact.    It  is  true  that  the  warrant  set  out 

(a)  On  the  13th  January,  before  (6)  7  B,  &  C.  536;  5.C  t  M. 

Lord    Daman  C.  J.,   Patteton,     &R.409. 
Coleridge  and  Wightnum  Js. 
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tbe  nature  of  the  service,  so  that  it  might  have  been  argued         1844. 
that  the  warrant  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  but  the  judgment 


Mould 


Williams. 


seems  to  have  proceeded  entirely  on  the  ground  that  there  v 

was   not  jurisdiction  in   fact.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.      I 
thought  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird{a)  was  applicable,  as  the  jus- 
tices   had  jurisdiction  to  decide  whether  the  place  was  a 
highway  or  not.]      Branwell  v.  Penneck{b)  is  the  later 
decision,  and,  like  the  present,  was  a  case  where  an  order 
of  magistrates  was  in  question,  and  not  a  conviction,  as  in 
Britiain  v.  Kinnaird  (a).     In  Basten  v.  Carew  (c),  which 
was  trespass  for  giving  plaintiff's  landlord  possession  of  a 
farm  as  a  deserted  farm,   Holroyd  J.  put  it,  that,  when 
acting  under  the  stat.  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  16,  the  magis- 
trates were  judges  of  record.    The  distinction  now  sug- 
gested between  an  order  and  a  conviction  was  taken  by 
Burrough  J.  in  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird  {a),  with  reference  to 
Welch  v.  Nash  (d),  and  by  Bayley  J.  with  reference  to  the 
same  case  in  Gray  v.  Cookson{e).     In  Welch  v.  Nash{d), 
where  a  new  highway  had  not  been  set  out  before  the  old 
one  had  been  stopped  up,  it  was  held  that  the  legality  of 
the  order  of  the  magistrates  under  the  General  Highway 
Act  might  be  questioned,  although  they  were  confirmed  by 
Betsions  on  appeal.      In  Weaver  v.  Price{f)  it  was  held 
tbat  trespass  lay  against  magistrates  for  granting  a  warrant 
to  levy  poor  rates,  if  the  party  distrained  upon  has  no  land 
in  the  parish.     Yet  in  that  case   the  warrant  recited  that 
the  plaintiff  was  an  occupier  within  the  parish.     In  Rex  v. 
Gilhes(g),  an  order  of  justices,  requiring  the  stewards  of  a 
benefit  society  to  readmit  a  member  who  had  been  ex- 
pelled, recited,  that  it  appeared  to  the  justices  that  the 
rales  of  the  society  had  been  enrolled  at  the  quarter  sessions. 
On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  the  stewards  for  dis- 
obeying such  order,  it  was  held  that  the  recital  was  not 

(fl)  1  B.  &  B.  432.  (rf)  8  East,  394. 

(6)  7  B.  &  0.  536;  S.  C.  I  M.         («)  16  East,  23. 
kit  409.  (/)  3B.&Ad.409. 

(c)  8  B.  &  C.  649 ;  5.  C.  6  D.         {g)  8  B.  &  C.  439;  ^  M.  &  P. 

&R .  558.  454. 

VOL.  U — D.  M.  T  T 


i 
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1844.         evidence  of  the  etirolroent  of  the  rules.     He  eited  altc 

^7p^^^       Fernley  v.  Worthinglon  (a).  A  conviction  is  a  judgment ;  bat 

V,  in  a  case  like  the  present  no  judgment  could  be  pleaded,  so 

VViLMAMs.     ||,^(  ^i^g  defendants,  if  they  had  been  compelled  to  plead 

specially,  would  have  had  to  plead  the  fact  that  the  timbei 

was  on  the  highway. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  as  above 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows:— 'It  ap- 
peared to  me  on  the  trial  that  there  was  no  differeaoi 
between  this  case  and  Britiain  v.  Kinnaird  {b\  except  tha. 
there  the  magistrates  convicted,  here  they  issued  a  warraa 
to  remove  an  obstruction.  It  does  not  appear  to  us  duL 
this  can  make  any  difference  in  principle.  In  both  case 
they  are  bound  to  exercise  the  power  confided  by  the  acl 
The  party  interested  receives  notice  to  attend  and  disprove 
all  that  can  entitle  them  to  adopt  any  measures  agaiiMi 
him,  and  their  warrant  is  an  adjudication  of  every  materifl 
point. 

We  were,  however,  rather  disposed  to  doubt  whetkefl 
as  the  7drd  section  gives  this  authority  only  where  tb- 
obstruction  is  laid  on  the  highwai/,  the  jurisdiction  migfaa 
not  be  disproved  by  shewing  to  the  jury's  satisfaction  tbm 
the  locus  in  quo  was  not  part  of  the  highway.  The  sam* 
might  have  been  said  in  BriUain  v.  Kitmaird{lj),  Tbm 
power  of  convicting  was  given  by  2  Geo.  3,c«  28,  where  th« 
owner  of  a  boat  U5ed  it  in  the  manner  prohibited,  and  the 
court  held  that  magistrates,  committing  the  plaintiff  foa 
having  used  his  boat  in  such  manner,  were  not  to  be  made 
answerable  in  trespass  by  proof  submitted  to  a  jury  tbaC 
plaintiff's  boat  was  not  such  a  one  as  the  act  described;  bat 
that  the  finding  by  the  magistrates  on  their  conviction  was 
conclusive  against  him  on  that  point.  We  think  we  ought 
to  throw  no  doubt  on  the  authority  of  that  case. 

We  were  pressed  with  the  case  of  actions  against  magis- 
(«)  J  M,  &  Gr.  491.  (6)  1  B.  &  B.  432. 
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trates  who  issue  warraots  of  distress  for  enforcing  pay-        ^^^^ 
nsent  of  poor  rates,  in  which  they  have  been  held  liable       mould 
to  an  action  for  damages,  if  the  rate  itself  be  invalid.    This  v. 

cm$e  is  clearly  distinguishable.     A  rate  indeed,  good  on  its  ' 

face,  and  free  from  any  such  defect  as  makes  it  wholly  void, 
is  a  necessary  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  jurisdiction ; 
but  with  the  formation  of  that  rate  the  magistrates  have 
nothing  to  do,  nor  does  its  validity  ever  come  in  judgment 
before  them, — that  is  a  mere  fact,  as  to  which  they  institute 
no  inquiry  and   come   to   no  judicial  conclusion  ;   their 
warrant  of  distress,  therefore,  cannot  be  any  evidence,  still 
less  conclusive  evidence,  of  any  fact  on  which  the  validity 
of  the  rate  may  depend,  nor  in  its  terms  does  it  affect  to  be. 
For  eiample,  occupation  within  the  parish  for  which  the 
rate  is  made,  is  necessary  to  its  validity  as  against  the  indi- 
vidual, but  the  inquiring  into  that  would  be  extra-judicial 
by  the  magistrates,  and  therefore  when  the  party  brings 
that  matter  before  them,  in  answer  to  the  application  for 
tbs  warrant,  this  Court  has   usually  declined  to  compel 
them  by  mandamus  to  issue  their  warrant,  which  it  never 
would  have  done,  if  the  magistrates  had  the  right,  for  then 
It  would  have  been  their  duty  to  examine  into  it  judicially, 
^d  decide  on  that  fact. 

The  principle,  therefore,  on  which  convictions  are  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  facts  stated  is  there  necessary  to 
their  validity,  does  not  apply. 

Rule  refused. 


LoBB  and  Knight  r.  Stanley  (a). 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  on  an  The  following 

account  stated.  ""'«  ^^'^  *?, 

be  sumcieiuly 

Plea,  the   defendant's   bankruptcy,   certificate  and    dis-  signed,  and  to 

•  contain  asutfi- 

Cnarge.  j^ic^  promise 

(a)  Decided  during  the  term  (January  30).  under  stat.  6 

Geo,  4,  c.  16, 
8.  131,  so  as  to  revive  a  claim  barred  by  tlie  bankrupt's  certificate:  "  Mr.  Stanley  begs 
toiot'orm  Messrs.  Lo66  &  Co.  that  hewill  take  an  early  opportunity  of  settling  their 
account,  but  Mr.  Stanley  objects  to  give  his  bill.'^ 

T  T  2 
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1844.  Replication,  that  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  before  the^s 

.  comnienceinent  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  4th  June,   184*2^^ 

V.  defendant,  in  writing  signed  by  him,  assented  to  and  theicrr 

•      ratified   and   confirmed   the    promise  in    the   declaratiocrr- 

mentioned,  and  then  promised  plaintiffs  to  pay  them  th^^ 

sums  of  money  therein  also  mentioned. 

Rejoinder,  traversing  the  replication.     Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  ttm  < 
London  Sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term.  The  followii^  g 
letters  in  the  defendant's  handwriting  were  put  in  eviden^zze 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

1. 

^*  Mr.  •S^£7fi/ey  cannot  comply  with  the  request  of  Messrs. 
Lobb  &  Co.,  but  will  discharge  their  account  as  soon  as  ftae 
possibly  can.     Friday.*' 

2. 

*'  Mr.  Stanley  begs  to  inform  Mr.  Lobb  that  he  will  Moe 
glad  to  give  him  a  promissory  note  or  bill  for  the  amota  mt 
of  Mr,  Stanley's  account,  payable  at  three  months,  as  NCr. 
Stanley  has  of  late  been  put  to  heavy  expenses,  and  hopes 
this  arrangement  will  be  satisfactory  to  Messrs.  Lobb.     3, 
Crescent,  Thursday  morning." 

3. 

**  Mr.  Stanley  begs  to  inform  Messrs.  Lobb  &  Co.,  thtt 
he  will  take  an  early  opportunity  of  settling  their  account 
but  Mr.  Stanley  objects  to  give  his  bill,  Mr.  Stankji 
regrets  that  he  has  been  prevented  from  answering  Messrs* 
Lobb  &  Co.'s  letter  before.     Crescent,  Saturday." 

It  appeared  that  the  fiat  against  the  defendant  issued  in 
July,  1841.  No  direct  evidence  was  given  of  the  date 
when  the  defendant's  letters  were  received,  nor  of  the  order 
in  which  they  were  received.  They  were  read  in  the  order 
in  which  they  are  set  out  above.  The  plaintiffs  were 
mercers  and  drapers  in  Southampton,  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  defendant  resided  in  the  Crescent,  SoutharoptoDi 
from  February,  1841,  to  February,  1842,  and  that  a  clerk 
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of  the  plaintiffs^  by  their  directions,  delivered   to  the  de-         1844. 
'endant  a  letter  from  them  addressed  to  him,  at  the  latter 
end  of  September,  J  841 ;  the  contents  of  this  letter  the 
witness  could  not  speak  to.     Notice  had  been  given  to  the 
defendant  to  produce  all  letters  sent  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs 
between  July,  1841,  and  June,  1842,  but  no  such  letters 
were  produced,  nor  was  secondary  evidence  given  of  their 
contents.     It  was  objected  that  the  issue  was  not  proved, 
as  the  letters  were  not  signed  or  dated,  and  also  that  they 
contained  no  distinct  promise  to  pay  the  debt.     His  lord- 
ahip  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  the  de- 
fendant leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 

Whateley  in  the  present  term  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
accordingly, 

Thesiger  and   Ogle  now  shewed  cause.     The  question 
arises  on  stat  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  131,  which  enacts,  ''That 
no  bankrupt,  after  his  certi6cate  shall  have  been  allowed, 
^.,  shall  be  liable  to  pay   or  satisfy  any  debt,  claim  or 
demand,  from   which    he   shall   have    been  discharged  by 
virtue  of  such  certificate,  or  any  part  of  such  debt,  claim  or 
demand,  upon  any  contract,  promise  or  agreement,  made 
or  to  be  made  after  the  suing  out  of  the  commission,  unless 
such  promise,  contract  or  agreement  be  made  in  writing 
•igned  by  the  bankrupt,  or  by  some  person  thereto  lawfully 
authorised  by  such  bankrupt."   The  Statute  of  Frauds  con- 
tains provisions  which  are  in  terms  so  nearly  the  same,  as 
the  section  in  the  bankrupt  act,  that  the  decisions  under 
the  one  act  may  be  cited  as  decisions   under  the  other. 
The  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  enacts,  that  no 
person  shall  be  charged  for  the  default  of  another,  &c. 
unless  the  agreement  upon  which  the  action  shall  be  brought 
*' shall  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged." 
And  again,  the  bargain  under  the  seventeenth  section  is  to 
be  in  writing, '^  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged."     In 
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1844.         Hubert  v.  Moreau{a),  which  was  cited  on  moving  for  this 
rule,  the  bankrupt  did  not  write  his  name,  but  merely  the 

initial  letter  M.     Best  C.  J.,  held  that  this  was  not  a  sig 

nature  within  the  act.     He  was  also  inclined  to  think  thab^H 
the  date  of  the  writing  could  not  be  proved  by  parol  cvi-    — 
dence,  but  he  did  not  decide  the  point.     The  point   how-   ^^ 
ever  was   decided  in  Edmunds  v.  Doumes{b),  under  th^^ 
Statute  of  Limitations,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  I,  which  require^s 
that  a  promise,  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute,  must  b^^ 
"  made  or  contained  by  or  in  some  writing  to  be  signed  ^^ 
the  party  chargeable  thereby."     It  was  there  held  that  ll^  « 
date  of  the  written  promise  might  be  supplied   by  par^:>l 
evidence.      The    poiut   was  decided    also    in    Hartley    ^v. 
fVhartofi{c),  with  respect  to  the  ratification  of  a  contra <:t 
during  infancy,  under  the  5th  section  of  the  same  statute 
which  requires  that  such  ratification  '^  shall  be  made  by 
some  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith  J* 
With  regard  to  the  signature,  *•  1,  James  Crockford,  agr^« 
to  sell,"  Sec,  without  the  name  subscribed,  was  held  suflB* 
cient  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  i 
Ktiight  V.  Crock/'ord{d).    So   under  the  5th   section,  r^ 
quiring  a  will  to  be  '*  signed  by  the  party  devising,*'  a  w  ^" 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  devisor,  and  commencing  thiP  ^> 
"  1,  John  Stanley,  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament  ^^ 
was  held  to  be  sufficiently  signed  :  Lemayne  v.  Stanley  {(^  J* 
In   Saunderson  v.  Jackson  {f),  Lord  Eldon  C.  J.,  was  c:^' 
opinion  that  a  bill  of  parcels  in  which  the  vendor's  name  w^^' 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  was  a  sufficiently^ 
signed  memorandum  under  the  17th  section  of  the  Stalut*^^ 
of  Frauds,  although  he  did  not  decide   the  case  on  tha     ^ 
ground.     But  in  Johnson  v.  Dodgson  (g),  where  the  defend- 
ant, the  purchaser,  wrote  in  his  own  book,  "  Sold  Jo 
Dodgson/'  and  this  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff's  agent,  it  wai^  ^ 

(a)  2  C.  &  P.  5*28.  {d)  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  190. 

(b)  2  C.  &  M.  459.  (e)  3  Lev.  1. 
(r)  1 1  A.  &  E.  934  ;  S,  C.  8  P.          (/)  2  B.  &  P.  238. 

&D.  5-29.  (g)  2M.  &VV.053. 
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considered  a  memorandum  binding  on  the  defendant.  Siokes  1844. 
r.  Moore  (n),  and  Hubert  v.  Treherne  {b),  merely  shew  that 
he  introduction  of  a  name  incidentally,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
KMe  of  authentication,  will  not  do.  And  the  former  case 
rms  distinguished  on  that  ground  in  Ogilvie  v.  Folja/nbe  (c), 
rhere  it  was  held  that,  provided  the  name  be  inserted  in  an 
istrumenl  in  such  a  manner  as  to  have  the  eftect  of 
utbenticating  it,  there  is  a  sufficient  signature,  and  that  it 
oes  not  matter  in  what  part  of  the  instrument  the  name  is 
ousd.  The  third  letter  in  the  present  case  is  of  itself 
efficient,  but  all  the  letters  may  be  taken  together ;  Dobell 
r.  Hutchinson  (d). 

Wkateleif  contrd.  Although  the  authorities  appear  to 
establish  that  the  introduction  of  a  name  for  the  purpose 
of  authentication,  in  any  part  of  an  instrument,  amounts  to 
a  signature  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  it  may  be 
loubted  whether  the  Courts  in  so  deciding  have  not  de- 
parted from  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  whether 
i^bcy  would  now  so  decide  if  the  matter  were  res  integra. 
The  recent  statute  of  Wills,  7  &  8  fVill.  4  &  1  Vid.  c.  2(J, 
^  9,  requires  the  will  to  be  ''  signed  at  the  foot  or  end 
'hereof,'*  for  the  purpose,  probably,  of  avoiding  the  diffi- 
culties in  which  the  Courts  had  become  mvolved  by  the 
tutborities  with  respect  to  signature.  In  Selby  v.  Selbj/{e), 
^here  a  letter  was  subscribed,  '*  Do  me  the  justice  to 
MieYe  Die  the  most  affectionate  of  mothers,''  Sir  William 
^rani,  M.  R.,  was  of  opinion  that  mere  identification  was 
tiot  enough,  and  that  signature  was  necessary.  In  Ogil- 
rit  V.  Foljambe  (c)  the  agreement  was  made  out  from  a 
^rrespondence,  and  not  from  a  single  document.  Hubert 
^  Moreau(f)  is  in  the  defendant's  favor,  and  has  not  been 
^tisfactorily  distinguished. 

(«)  1  Cox,  919.  (J)  3  A.  &  E.  355;  S,  C.  5  N. 

(6)  3  M.  &  Gr.  743.  &  M.  251. 

(e)  3  Mer.  53.  (e)  3  Mer.  2. 

(/)  2C.&P.528. 
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1844.  But,  even  if  the  letters  were  properly  signed,  the  promise 

contained  in  them  is  conditional.     The  third  letter  shev^^i 
it  was  written  in  answer  to  one  from  the  plaintiff,  ai^  ^ 
forms  part  of  a  negociation,  the  whole  of  which  does  n^^^ 
appear.     The  gist  of  it  is,  that  the  defendant  refuses    Co 
give  a  bill.     It  has  been  held  that  a  promise  to  revive    g 
debt  after  bankruptcy  must  be  distinct  and  explicit.     Braoi 
V.  Wood{a\  Fleming  v.  Hayne  (6). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  the  third 
letter,  coupled  with  evidence  of  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  prove  the  issue.  It  states 
that  the  defendant  will  not  give  a  bill,  but  it  also  states 
that  he  will  settle  the  account.  The  effect  of  the  other 
letters  is  not  so  clear.  With  regard  to  the  question  whether 
the  letters  were  signed  so  as  to  satisfy  the  statute,  there 
can  be  no  reason  for  construing  this  statute  differently  from 
Lord  Tenterden's  act  and  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  I  think 
that  the  omission  of  the  christian  name  is  not  material. 
This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Hubert  v.  Moreau{c)t 
where  in  truth  there  was  no  name  at  all. 

Patteson  J. — I  do  not  see  why  this  statute  should  b« 
construed  differently  from  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  t\^^ 
Statute  of  Limitations.     The  name  in  these  letters  was  a^^ 
introduced  incidentally,  but  for   the  purpose   of  auth^^* 
ticating  them,  and  it  was  the  same  thing  as  if  they  b^^ 
commenced  with  "  I  promise/'  and  had  then  been  su  ^ 
scribed  with  the  defendant's    full  name.    The  statute  r^* 
quires  in  terms  that  the  promise  should  be  '^ signed,^  an^^* 
if  the   Statute  of  Frauds  had   not   been   construed  as     ^ 
has,  I  should  perhaps  have  been  reluctant  to  say  that  wh^^ 
has  been  done  in  this  case  amounts  to  a  signature,  but,  aft^^ 
the  decisions  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  we  cannot  d^^ 
otherwise  than  conform  to  them  in  the  construction  of  lhi>==^ 

(a)  13  Price,  667.  (c)  2  C.  &  P.  588. 

(6;  1  Stark.  N.  P.  S70* 
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itatute.     I  had  some  doubt  whether  the  letters  contained         1844. 
my  promise.     It  did  not  appear  in  what  order  they  were        . 
mtten,  nor  whether  there  were  any  other  letters,  nor  what  v, 

^as  the  course  of  the  negotiation.    This  uncertainty  how-      Stahlby. 
3ver  is  the  fault  of  the  defendant.     After  considering  the 
bird  letter,  however,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  contains  an 
inconditional  promise. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  ad* 
nitted  that  the  signature  in  this  case  would  have  satisfied 
be  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  I  can  see  no  distinction  between 
bat  statute  and  the  present^  and  I  think  that  the  cases 
inder  the  Statute  of  Frauds  were  rightly  decided.  The 
Bankrupt  Act  requires  that  the  writing  shall  be  signed,  but 
lot  that  the  name  shall  be  subscribed.  It  is  enough  if  a 
larty  at  the  beginning  of  an  instrument  writes  his  name  so 
18  to  govern  what  follows.  There  is  nothing  in  the  omission 
>f  the  christian  name.  On  the  other  point  I  had  some 
ioubt.  The  letters  were  not  dated,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
ibem  read  in  the  order  he  pleased,  so  that  I  could  not  tell 
whether  they  terminated  in  a  promise.  But  I  now  think 
that  it  is  enough,  if  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation  the 
lefendant  chooses  to  make  a  distinct  promise,  and  that  he 
Iocs  make  such  a  promise  in  the  letter  which  was  read  last. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — The  result  of  the  authorities  is  that,  if 
ft  party  insert  his  name  in  any  part  of  an  instrument  for  the 
purpose  of  authenticating  it,  it  is  enough.  I  think  also 
that  the  letter  read  last  contained  an  unconditional  promise 
to  settle  the  account,  and  that  it  does  not  matter  whether 
the  letter  was  written  before  or  after  the  others. 

Rule  discharged* 
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1844. 


Naif,  93,1843.  Holmes  v,  Newlands. 

JU!8,1844.    x._    ,. 

It  is  no  ground  '-^  ^'^^^  ^^^  *  r^'^  ^^^  ^^^  obtained  calliDg  on  Ibe  plain— 

for  setting        tiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  of  sci.  h.,  sued  out  on  i^. 

aside  a  wnt  of  .  "^    . 

sci.  fa.  as  irre-  judgment  recovered  against  tbe  defendant,  abonid  not  b^ 

Si«  hiTbeen  «*  «"*"«  ^^^  irregularity. 

no  return  to  an       It  appeared  that  tbe  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  writ  of  fi^ 

issued  on  the    ^*'  against  tbe  defendant,  to  wbicb  tbe  sheriff  bad  returne<M 

samejudg.       nolla  bona.      He  bad  afterwards  obtained  write  of  alia^K 
ment,  although  -    ^  ,  ,  .  ,  •     .  .  .         ■ 

something  has  «•  f**  snd  ca.  sa.,  to  wbicb  no  return  bad  been  made  whei^m 

^e/lh7t       ^^^  '^''  ^^'  issued.    The  defendant  had  b^n  dischargee^ 

writ,  because    out  of  custody  under  tbe  writ  of  ca.  sa.  as  irregular,  okzb 

the  s^b/ect  of  ^^^  ground  that  there  bad  been  no  return  to  tbe  alias  &.  ^ 

a  plea  to  the     fa«     And  tbe  irregularity  now  complained  of  was,  that  tb^^ 
sci  fa 
It  19* no  suffi-  ^*  ^'  ^^^  ^^^^  issued  before  tbe  return  to  the  same  wri^^« 

cient  answer         ig,  Michaelmas  Term,  1843  (a), 
to  tho  sci.  fti.,  '  ^  ' 

that  a  writ  of 

under't^e^  H^j/Zes  shewed  cause.    If  anything  bad  been  done  undi 

same  jude-  the  fi.  fa,  it  is  admitted  that  tbe  plaintiff  could  not  ha^ 

yeara?ter\he  '"'^^^   another   writ  of  execution   until  tbe  former  wa  -^^ 

judgment,  returned ;  but  when  nothing  has  been  done»  and  the  wi      ^^ 

appear  that  treated  as  a  nullity,  the  scire  facias  may  issue*     Seeoodl; 

^^®.  ^^^^  ^^^  the  scire  facias  is  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  an 

the  levy  which  and  that  it  has  been  issued  pending  a  former  writ  is  th^*^  ^ 

Srth       8'"^""*'  '^"^  *  ?'•■'  ^^-  ^^*8-  P'«*d«^  3  L.  15;  and  it  im^  « 
writ.  contrary  to  all  principle  to  decide  summarily  on   motioc^^ 

sci.  fa.  stating  ^1^1^  <^an  be  decided  in  pleading.    It  is  analogous  to 

ta  above,  an  J  ease  of  an  action  on  a  judgment ;  Green  t.  £/gfe  (6). 

that  the  shenfi 
entered  under 

the  writ,  and        The  defendant  in  person  contrA. 

seized  goods  "^  r>  j  u 

and  chattels  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

in  the  defend- 
ant's house,  is       («)  November  24,  before  Lord      and  Coleridge  Js. 
therefore  bad,    Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Williams         (6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  437. 
for  not  aver- 
ring that  the  goods  and  chattels  were  the  defendant's,  and  that  they  produced  satis^ 
faction :  also  (per  Patteton  J.,)  for  averring  that  iba  writ  was  returned  and  filed,  without 
adding  that  there  is  a  record  of  such  writ  and  return. 

Where  such  a  plea  is  pleaded,  although  with  a  conclusion  in  abatement,  the  proper 
judgment  is  quod  nabeat  eiecutionem. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  the  following 
laj  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J. — In  this  case  a  rule  was 
'btained  by  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  sci.  fa 
ued  out  by  the  plaintiff,  as  irregular,  on  the  ground  that  a 
rrit  of  6.  fa.  had  been  previously  issued,  executed^  and 
^turned,  and  an  alias  fi.  fa.  executed,  but  not  returned* 
!ause  was  shewn  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  nothing  had 
eeb  done  under  the  alias  fi.  fa,  and  that,  therefore,  it  was 
nneceasary  to  return  it.  But  there  is  a  conclusive  reply 
I  this.  It  appears  that  in  this  case  a  writ  of  ca.  sa^  had 
een  set  aside  for  the  want  of  a  return  of  this  same  writ  of 
liaa  fi.  fa.  We  must  take  it,  therefore,  that  enough  had 
een  done  under  that  writ,  to  make  it  necessary  to  have 
eturned  it  before  another  ordinary  writ  of  execution  could 
iaue.  The  second  ground  for  resisting  the  rule  was,  that 
t  is  unnecessary  to  take  any  specific  notice  of  prior  writs  of 
i.  fa.  on  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  sci.  fa.,  because  that  writ 
leing  in  the  nature  of  an  action,  and  pleadable  to,  the 
lefendaut  may  plead  to  it  the  taking  of  his  goods  under  the 
bnner  writ,  and  that,  although  such  writ  has  not  been 
etumed,  nor  the  plaintiff,  in  fact,  satisfied.  There  is  no 
loubt  that  the  law  is  so ;  for  which  we  refer  to  Mountney 
'•  Andrews  {a),  and  Clerk  v.  Withers  {b).  It  was  contended 
hal  this  distinguished  the  writ  of  sci.  fa.  from  writs  of 
'Xecution,  and  brought  it  within  the  rule  applicable  to  the 
^fe  of  an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment,  in  which  the 
^rit  cannot  be  set  aside  as  irregular,  on  the  ground  that 
lie  fi.  fa.  has  been  issued  and  not  returned,  or  any  part  of 
he  debt  levied,  as  these  facts  may  be  pleaded  in  the  whole, 
^t  in  part,  as  an  answer :  Greepi  v.  Elgie  (c).  We  are  of 
*|iinion  that  this  distinction  is  sound  in  principle.  To  a 
U  fa,  or  ca.  sa.  nothing  can  be  pleaded.  The  Court  will 
^oire  a  return  to  be  made  of  what  has  been  done  under 
»tie  writ>  before  it  will  allow  its  process  to  be  a  second 
iine  put  in  force.     But  the  same  reasoning  does  not  hold 


648 

1844. 

Holmes 
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Newlands. 


(a)  Gro.  Eliz.  337. 
lb)  9  Lord  Raym.  1079. 


(c)  3  B.  &  Ad.  437. 
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1844.         where  the  plaintiff  hat  recourse  to  that  which  is  ia  effect 
in  the  nature  of  an  action,  and  in  which  the  defendant  has 


Holmes 


Newlamdi 


V.  an  opportunity  of  defending  himself  by  pleading  what  has 

been  done  under  the  fi.  fa«,  and  there  is  the  more  reason 
for  holding  this^  because  (as  we  have  already  intimated) 
proceedings  under  that  writ  are  equally  a  defence  to  him, 
according  to  the  case  first  cited^  whether  the  sheriff  has 
returned  the  writ  or  not;  or  the  plaintiff  has  received  anjf 
satisfaction  or  not,  if  only  the  sheriff  has  seized  to  the 
amount  of  the  debt  that  he  levies.  We  think,  thereforei 
that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

The  defendant  afterwards  pleaded  the  following  plea  to 
the  sci.  fa.     That  within  a  year  after  the  said  judgment  was 
signed;   viz.  on  the  SiOth  November,  1839,  the   plaintiff 
obtained  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  in  the  sum  recovered   under  the 
said  judgment,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  under 
which  the  sheriff  entered  and  took  possession  of  all  the 
goods,  chattels  and  effects,  in  and  upon  the  dwelling-bouse 
of  the  said  defendant,  at  No.  19,  West  Square,  Southvarki 
in  the  said  county ;  and  that  the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa.  wis 
returned  and  filed  on  or  about  the  21st  December,  1839* 
Verification.      Wherefore,  inasmuch  as  the  said  plaintiff 
has  come  into  this  court  within  a  year  after  the  said  judg- 
ment was  entered  up,  and  sued  out  the  said  writ  of  fi.  (^* 
and  has  already  obtained  and  is  now  in  possession  of  the 
remedy  which  he  now  seeks  under  the  said  writ  of  sci.  f^** 
and  as  the  WTit  of  sci.  fa.  is  given  by  the  statute  in  that  c^^^ 
made  and  provided  as  a  remedy  only  to  such  as  have  n^ 
come  into  court  within  a  year  after  the  judgment  is  enter^^ 
up,  and  sued  out  a  writ  of  execution,  and  are  therefo^ 
disabled  from  suing   out   a  writ  of  execution   without  i^ 
the  said  defendant  prays  judgment  of  the  said  writ  of  sc0 
fa.   and   declaration,  so  that  the  same  may   be  quashed 
Special  demurrer.    Causes,  that  the  plea  does  not  stated 
what  goods  and  chattels,  or  what  amount  of  goods  and 
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battels  were  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  the  fi.  fa. ;  nor  in 
'bom  was  the  property  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels ; 
or  whether  any  sale  took  place  under  the  seizure;  that  it 
oes  not  state  with  sufficient  certainty  that  the  fi.  fa.  was 
mnded  on  the  judgment  in  question,  nor  that  the  same 
in  now  be  executed  or  continued ;  that  it  does  not  state 
hat  return  was  made  to  the  fi.  fa.;  nor  the  time  of  the 
»turn  ;  nor  in  what  court  it  was  returnable,  &c. ;  that  it 
oes  not  shew  with  sufficient  certainty  that  the  plaintiff  can 
a^e  execution  of  the  damages  and  interest  without  the  sci. 
I.  That  although  the  fi.  fa.  is  stated  in  the  plea  to  have 
teen  returned  and  filed,  yet  it  is  not  alleged  therein  that 
here  is  any  record  of  the  fi.  fa.  and  return,  or  either  of 
ihem,  nor  is  reference  made  in  the  plea  to  any  such  record; 
nor  does  the  plea  conclude  with  a  verification  by  the  record; 
that  it  wrongly  concludes  as  a  plea  in  abatement,  not  con- 
sisting of  matter  in  abatement ;  and  that  it  does  not  give  a 
better  writ ;  and,  if  a  plea  in  abatement,  is  bad  for  want  of 
a  proper  commencement,  and  repugnant  for  commencing 
ia  bar,  and  concluding  in  abatement,  &c.  Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

Willes  for  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  precedent  for  such 
t  plea  as  this.  There  may,  no  doubt,  be  a  plea  to  a 
sd.  fa.,  shewing  that  the  debt  has  been  satisfied  by  an 
execution  under  a  former  writ ;  or  that  goods  have  been 
taken  by  the  sheriff  to  the  amount  of  the  debt;  Wilbraham 
V.  Siioto  (a) ;  Co;7i.  Dig.  Pleader,  3  L.  15.  But  there  is 
00  averment  here  that  the  debt  was  levied  ;  the  defence  is 
rested  solely  on  the  allegation  that  the  sheriff  entered  under 
a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  within  a  year  after  the  judgment  for  the 
sam  recovered  under  the  same  judgment,  and  took  posses- 
sion of  the  defendant's  goods  and  chattels.  Next,  the  plea 
is  bad,  as  a  plea  in  abatement,  for  not  giving  a  better  writ. 
It  eommences  as  a  plea  in  bar ;  but  the  conclusion  is  in 

(a)  2  Saund.  47  n,  note  (1). 
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1844i        abatement,  and  the  plea  may  therefore  be  so  tmled; 
)^^^^      Steward  v.  Greaves  (a). 

e. 
Newlavm.        fpjj^  defendant  in  person  contri. 

V/illet  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — There  is  no  authority  to  skew 
that  a  scire  facias  might  not  issue,  whatever  goods  of  the 
defendant  may  have  been  seized  under  the  former  writ 
There  are  several  objections  to  the  averments  of  the  plei 
in  point  of  form ;  but,  supposing  those  objections  overcome, 
Che  whole  plea  amounts  only  to  an  insufficient  answer;  it 
does  not  shew  that  the  judgment  debt  was  satisfied  tbroagh 
the  proceedings  under  the  former  writ. 

Pattsson  J. — Although  a  scire  facias  may  not  be  neeei- 
sary  where  a  former  writ  has  issued  within  a  year  after  the 
judgment,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  may  not  issue.  There 
are  no  doubt  authorities  which  shew  that  it  is  an  answer  (o 
the  sci.  fa.  that  the  whole  debt  is  levied  already.  Oritfit 
be  shewn  that  a  part  has  been  levied,  that  will  prevent 
eiecution  under  the  sci.  fa.  except  as  to  the  residue.  But 
the  pleader  has  not  stated  this.  The  plea  only  alleges 
that  the  sheriff  seized  all  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
defendant's  house ;  not  even  that  they  were  the  defendant's 
goods  and  chattels.  It  then  sets  out  that  the  writ  was 
returned  and  filed,  not  that  any  money  was  levied  under  it. 
The  question  therefore  is  narrowed  to  this,  whether  it  is  > 
sufficient  objection  to  the  issuing  of  a  sci.  fa.,  that  a  writ  of 
execution  has  been  issued  for  the  debt  within  a  year  afl^ 
the  judgment.  For  this  there  is  no  authority.  I  think,  in 
addition,  that  there  should  have  been  an  averment  of  s 
record  of  the  writ  and  return.  But  if  the  plea  had  been 
well  pleaded  in  this  respect,  I  am  still  of  opinion  it  wouM 
not  have  amounted  to  an  answer. 

(a)  loM.&w.rn. 
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WiOHTMAN  J.  concurred  (a). 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  judgment  could  only         ^^ 
H  respondeat  ousUr.  Niwlamd«. 

fVilles  cited  The  Dundalk  Western  Railway  v.  Tapster{b). 

Per  Curiam,  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  quod  habeat 
»zecutionem,  8cc. 

(«)  Coieridge  J.  was  absent.       (6)  1 Q.  B.  667  ;  5.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  657. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(error  from  the  queen's  bench.) 

Newlands  v.  Holmes  (c). 

In  this  case  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  l.  Where  a 

[Holmes  v.  Newlands {d))  had  been  affirmed  by  the  Exche-  J^isLedf"* 

ijuer  Chamber  {Newlands  v.  Holmes {e)).     On  taxation  of  and  the  sheriff 

the  costs  in  error,  the  Master  allowed  double  costs  to  the  sessioD,  but 

defendant  in  error,  under  2  stat.  13  Car.  2,  c.  2,  s.  10,  which  i^e  execution 

was  rendered 
enacts  that ''  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  sue  or  prosecute  ineffectual  by 

wy  writ  or  writs  of  error  for  reversal  of  any  judgment  what-  ceedines^uT 

equity,  and, 
(c)  Decided  in  Trinity  Term,  (d)  llA.  &£.  44;  5.  C.  3  P.  after  the  sheriff 

1843  (June  6).  &  D.  128.  had  taken  pos- 

t^\  iQ  n  /;70  session,  a  wnt 

W  3Q-B-679.  of  error  was 

sued  out  by 
h$  ddMlant  below : — Held,  that  such  writ  was  issued  **  afore  execution  had,^'  under 
tat  S  Hen.  7,  c.  10. 

8.  Under  the  enactment  of  that  statute,  that  where  the  plaintiff  is  delated  of  execu- 
ioo  by  ■  writ  of  error,  and  the  judgment  be  affirmed,  *'  the  person  against  whom  the 
frit  of  error  is  sued  shall  recover  costs  and  damages  for  his  delajr"  (extended  to  double 
»fU  by  13  Car.  2,  St.  2,  c.  2,  s.  10)  -.—Held,  that  when  plaintiff  in  error  had  not  put  in 
lail,  nodtr  3  ice  1,  c.  8,  and  6  Geo.  4,  c.  96,  s.  1,  the  execution  was  not  "  delayed" 
filhin  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  even  for  the  four  days  allowed  by  practice  for  puttine 
n  bail;  and  therefore,  although  the  judgment  was  affirmed^  the  defendant  in  enor  wm 
lot  entitled  to  double  costs. 
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all  events,  there  has  been  the  delay  of  four  dajs  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  in  order  to  pot 
in  and  perfect  bail  in  error. 

The  first  statute,  3  Hen.  7,  c.  10  (and  which  is  the  groond 
work  of  the  whole  law  as  to  the  costs  in  error),  recites  that, 
''  where  oftentimes  plaintiff  or  demandant,  that  have  judg- 
ment to  recover,  be  delayed  of  execution,  for  that  die  d^ 
fendant  or  tenant '  sueth  a  writ'  of  error  to  annul  and  reverse 
the  said  judgment,  to  the  intent  only  to  delay  execution  of 
the  said  judgment,**  and  then  proceeds  to  enact,  "that if 
any  such  defendant  or  tenant  sue  afore  execution  had,  anj 
writ  of  error  to  reverse  any  such  judgment,  in  delat/vig 
of  execution,  that  then,  if  the  same  judgment  be  affirmed 
good  in  the  said  writ  of  error,  and  not  erroneous,  &af  the 
said  person  or  persons,  against  whom  the  said  writ  of  error 
is  sued,  shall  recover  his  costs  and  damage  for  his  delay  and 
wrongful  vexation  in  the  same,  by  discretion  of  the  jastice 
afore  whom  the  said  writ  of  error  is  sued." 

And  we  think  the  legal  construction  of  this  statute  n, 
that  costs  or  damage  are  given  thereby  in  the  case  where 
the  plaintiff  who  has  obtained  the  judgment  in  the  Coort 
below  is  actually  delayed  in  his  execution,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  the  provision,  that  such  costs  and  damage  shall  be  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Court,  implying,  as  it  appears  to  us, 
that  they  may  be  greater  or  less,  according  to  the  actual 
delay,  and  consequently  that  if  there  be  no  delay  there  shall 
be  no  costs  or  damage.  And  although  if  no  subsequent 
statute  had  been  passed  requiring  bail  in  error,  and  the 
question  had  turned  upon  the  statute  of  Hen.  7  alonei  it 
might  have  been  contended  that  in  every  case  where  a  writ 
of  error  is  sued  out  there  must  be  some  delay  of  execu* 
tion,  yet  an  important  difference  in  this  respect  is  created 
by  the  statutes  relating  to  bail  in  error,  as  will  hereafter 
appear. 

And  as  to  stat.  2,  13  Car.  2,  c.  29,  which  recites  the  si*^' 
3  Jac.  ),  c.  8,  as  the  preamble  to  the  8th  section,  and  tb^^ 
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proceeds  in  the  10th  section  to  give  double  costs,  where 
the  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  below  is  affirmed  after  ver- 
dict, the  statute  must,  we  think,  be  considered  as  made  in 
parim  materia  with  the  former,  and  to  be  applicable  to  those 
cases  only  where  single  costs  were  given  by  the  former 
statate^  that  is,  to  those  cases  only  where  there  is  actual 
delay. 

Now,  in  order  to  make  a  writ  of  error  a  supersedeas,  and 
coiisequently  a  delay  of  execution,  ''  two  things  are  requi- 
Mte,**  as  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  observes  in  Gravall  v.  Stimp- 
mn(a);  there  must  not  only  be  an  allowance  of  the  writ  of 
error,  but  bail  in  error  must  be  put  in  and  perfected. 

The  statute  S  Jac.  1,  c.  8,  which  is  extended  to  all  per- 
sonal actions  by  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  g6,  is  express  upon  the 
point,  that  ''  no  execution  shall  be  stayed  or  delayed  upon 
Or  by  any  writ  of  error,  or  supersedeas  thereupon  (without 
special  order),  unless  such   person  or  persons  in  whose 
name  or  names  such  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought,  with 
two  suflScient  sureties,  shall  first,  before  such  stay  made  or 
sopersedeas  to  be  awarded,"  enter  into  the  recognizance  by 
die  statute  of  Jac.  1  directed.     In  this  case  no  such  re- 
cognizance of  bail  in  error  was  put  in,  and  although  the 
plaintiff  below  thought  it  prudent  to  wait  for  the  four  days, 
in  order  to  see  whether  it  was  put  in  or  not,  yet  in  the  event 
thich  has  happened,  it  appears  he  might  safely  have  sued 
<mt  his  execution  instanter  aflter  signing  judgment,  and 
therefore,  in  fact,  no  delay  of  execution  took  place. 
We  therefore  think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
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Hot-MES. 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  1  Bos.  &  P.  478. 
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Magnay,  Rogers  and  Walter  v.  Burt. 

Held  in  the      ERROR  from  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  the  case  of  Burl  v. 

Eicbequer 

Chamber,  (re-  Magnay,  Rogers  and  Waller,  on  the  foUowiog  judgmeoL 

vemng  the  'j-jj^  cieclaration  stated  that  heretofore,  and  before  and  it 

jadgment  of  ^  / 

the  Queen's      the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  thereinifter 

No  action     mentioned^  the  defendants  Magnay  and  Rogers  bad  been 

lies  against       and  were  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  and  the  defendant  Vfoiier 

bis  officer  for    ^^^s  then  an  officer  of  the  said  other  defendants;  and  tbtt 

arresting  a        before  the  committing,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  an  order  was  made  by 
person  attend.  ^  w^     .  .       .  r  t,  ^i     / 

ing  Court  as      the  Court  of  Review,  in  the  matter  of  one  Henry  Cham 

althooT'it  be  ^^^^^^^»  ^^f  ^*9  against  whom  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  bid 

alleged  that  issued,  whereby  the  said  Court  of  Review  did  order  that 

knew^that  he*  '^  ^^  referred  to  William  Scrope  Jyrlon,  Esquire,  an  officer 

was  privileged  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  to  inquire  and  state 

bim  roali-  whether,  at  the  date  and  suing  forth  of  the  said  fiat>  tbere 

ciously.  ^rjig  any  3||d  ^iiat  ^ig^t  due  from  the  said  H.  C.  CurUwh 
And  for  .     •/!.    1  ...  '     r     • 

nialiciouslv  to  plaintin,  the  petitioning  creditor  under  the  said  oat,  lo 

aftcTihc  Coort  ^^®  ®*'^  order  mentioned,  sufficient  in  amount  to  support 

had  ordered      the  said  fiat,  and  that  for  better  making  the  said  inquirj, 

and  the  d2  '    ^"  necessary  and  proper  parties  were  severally  to  be  eI^ 

fendanis  had     mined  before  the  said  W.  S.  Ayrlon,  upon  interrogatories 
notice  thereof,  .  i  •         i  •  .  ,        j 

guare,  if  any     ^^  Otherwise,  touching  the  matters  in  question,  as  the  said 

action  lies,        jy^  §.  Jurton  should  think  fit,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  W.S. 

but,  at  all  -^  .  '         ' 

events,  if  any,   Ayr  ton  was  to  be  at  liberty  lo  examine  the  said  H.  C.  Cur- 

trespass  and     ^^^"'  ^^^  ^^^^  petitioner  in  the  said  order  mentioned,  and 
iiot  case.  the  said  plaintiff,  the  said  respondent  in   the  said  order 

mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  as  by  the  said  order,  &C' 
will  more  fully  appear. 

That  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  griev- 
ances, Sec,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  said  IF.  S,  Ayrlon  did,i^ 
pursuance  of  the  said  order,  by  a  summons  in  writiog> 
signed  by  the  said  IF.  S.  Ayrlon,  summon  plaintiff  (de- 
fendant in  eiror)  to  appear  before  him  on  Tuesday,  tkc 
28th  day  of  June,  1842,  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoofli 
at  the  office  of  the  Registrar  in  Bankruptcy,  Quality  Court; 
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Cbaucery  Lane,  there  to  be  examined  by  or  before  him  the  ib44. 
said  W.  S.  Jyrton,  in  the  aforesaid  matter  of  the  said  if. 
C.  Curlems.  That  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing, 
&c,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  plaintiff  was  duly  served  with  the  said 
summons,  and  in  obedience  thereto  he  did  afterwards,  to 
wit,  at  eleven  o'clock,  on,  &c.,  the  day  and  year  in  the  said 
lummons  mentioned,  attend  at  the  said  Registry  Office  in 
iiis  own  person,  before  the  said  W.  S.  Ayrton,  in  the  afore* 
mid  matter,  under  the  aforesaid  reference ;  and  that  after- 
iirards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  after 
plaintiff  had  been  attending  at  the  Registry  Office,  before 
the  said  W.  S.  Ayrtou,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and 
ivhilst  he  was  leaving  the  said  Registry  Office  for  the  pur- 
{>08e  of  returning  to  his  place  of  abode,  and  was  returning 
to  his  place  of  abode,  defendants,  so  being  such  sheriff  and 
mcb  officer  as  aforesaid,  and  before  any  reasonable  time 
bad  elapsed  for  the  return  of  plaintiff  to  his  said  place  of 
ibode,  well  knowing  that  plaintiff  was  then  privileged  from 
urest,  and  disregarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf,  wrongfully 
ind  maliciously  took  and  arrested  plaintiff  by  his  body,  and 
then  kept  and  detained  plaintiff  in  custody  for  a  space  of 
time,  to  wit,  five  days,  after  defendants  had  been  requested 
to  discharge  plaintiff  from  and  out  of  their  custody,  under 
ind  by  virtue  of  a  certain  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum, 
lirected  to  defendants  Rogers  and  Magnay,  as  such  sheriff 
of  Middlesex,  whereby  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  com- 
nmnded  the  said  sheriff  that  he  should  take  plaintiff,  &c., 
so  that  he  might  have  his  body  before  the  Barons  of  her 
Majesty's  Exchequer,  &c.,  to  satisfy  one  S.  L.  Curlewis 
the  sum  of  300/.,  which  by  the  consideration  and  judgment 
of  the  said  Court  was  then  and  there  adjudged  to  the  said 
S.  £.  Curlewis  for  his  damages,  &c.,  as  by  the  record,  &c. 
That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  by  a  certain  order  then 
made  by  the  said  Court  of  Review,  in  the  matter  of  the 
said  H.  C.  Curlewis,  a  bankrupt,  bearing  date  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  it  was  ordered  that  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex 
should  discharge  plaintiff  out  of  the  custody  of  defendants 
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1844.        Magnay  and  Rogers  as  such  sheiiff  of  Middlesex  as  afore* 
J^"  said,  in  which  custody  plaintiff  was  detained  at  the  suit  of 

V.  the  said  S.  L.  CurlewU ;  of  all  which  premises  defendants 

"^''        had  notice.     Yet  defendants,  further  disregarding  their 
duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not  nor  would   then  discharge 
plaintiff  out  of  the  custody  of  defendants  Magmiy  and 
Rogers  as  such  sheriff  of  Middlesex  as  aforesaid,  but  on 
the  contrary  thereof  wrongfully,  unlawfully  and  maliciously, 
and  against  the  will  of  plaintiff,  kept  and  detained  plaintiff 
in  their  custody  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  a  space  of  five 
hours,  after  they  had  notice  of  the  said  last  menlioaed 
order. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  verdict  in  this  case  is 
Hilary  Term,  1843, 

Kennedy,  in  the  same  term,  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment 
The  declaration  does  not  disclose  any  ground  of  actios 
against  the  sheriff.  The  sheriff  cannot  take  notice  of  pri- 
vilege, it  must  be  pleaded:  per  Gould  J.  in  Ctmshf^* 
Shaw  (a).  In  Cameron  v.  lLAghifooi(b)  it  was  hekl  that 
trespass  would  not  lie  for  arresting  a  person  privileged 
redeundo  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas;  but  the 
whole  reasoning  of  De  Grey  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  shews  that  no  action  at  all  will  lie  for 
such  a  cause.  ''  The  question,''  says  the  learned  Chief 
Justice,  "  is,  whether  the  privilege  of  the  King's  Court 
extended  to  suitors  redeundo,  so  vitiates  an  arrest  or  lui- 
pends  the  operation  of  the  writ,  that  the  taking  a  oao 
thereon  becomes  an  act  of  trespass  to  the  party  taken^  The 
ancient  way  of  availing  oneself  of  the  privilege  of  the 
Courts  was  by  suing  out  a  writ  of  privilege :  see  Co.  Eotr. 
43fi,  437 ;  liast.  474,  See,  for  suitors,  jurors  and  witnesses. 
But  this  privilege  is  not  considered  as  the  privilege  of  the 
person  attending  the  Court,  but  of  the  Court  which  he 
attends ;  and  therefore  the  allowing  or  not  allowing  the 
privilege  is  discretionary,  and  it  hath  been  disallowed  io 

(o)  2  W.  D).  1085.  (h)  2  W.  Bl.  1190. 
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collusive  actions,  JRast.  476;   and  in  vexatious  ones,  11         1844. 
Mod.  79;  or  where  the  party  attended  as  a  volunteer  and 
not  upon  process^  Salk.  544.     The  Avrit  of  privilege  at 
commoo  law  was  always  accompanied  by  either  a  habeas 
corpus  or  a  certiorari,  as  the  case  required.     If  on  the 
return  the  party  appeared  entitled  to  privilege,  he  was  de« 
livered  (or  his  goods,  as  the  case  might  be)  and  a  superse- 
deas was  granted ;  otherwise  a  procedendb  issued.     But 
still  the  irregularity,  even  in  cases  of  privilege,  did  not  lie 
in  the  process  itself,  but  in  the  service  of  it.     Therefore  in 
Co.  Entr.  ubi  supra,  where  the  party  was  detained  upon 
six  actions,  and  the  privilege  was  allowed,  still  the  Court 
obliged  him  to  give  bail.     It  is  not  a  void  process ;  for  it 
remains  as  the  foundation  of  subsequent  proceedings.     So 
in  Clarke. Molineux,  1  Keb.  845;  Raj/m.  100;  1  Lev.  159; 
1  Sid.  269;  where  it  was  held  that  the  quarter  sessions 
could  not  discharge  but  might  punish  for  the  contempt  in 
arresting  an  attendant  on  their  Court,  the  arrest  was  not 
held  to  be  void.     The  modern  way  of  giving  the  same 
relief  as  was  had  by  the  tedious  method  of  a  writ  of  privi- 
lege, is  by  a  summary  motion  to  discharge.     This  was  pur- 
sued in  the  case  at  bar.    But  Courts  will  be  very  scrupulous 
in  discharging,  if  their  allowance   of  privilege  will  lay  a 
ground  for  an  action  of  trespass.     A  trespass  (by  the  way) 
•Host  be  certain,  and  either  an  injury  to  the  party  or  not  so 
^t  the  time  the  act  is  done.     It  cannot  depend  on  the  sub- 
sequent discretion  of  the  Court  in  granting  or  refusing  the 
discbarge.     And  therefore  it  has  been  held  in  Vandevald 
and  Lluellyn,  l  Keb.  Q20,  that  a  witness  arrested  during 
his  attendance  hath  no  remedy  but  by  habeas  corpus  to 
deliver  him.     But  the  oflScer,  &c.,  who  knew  the  reason  of 
hia  attendance,  might  be  attached  for  the  contempt.     So 
id  SiyM  Pract.  Reg.  195, 227,  395,  8vo.,  a  like  distinction 
ia  taken.     If  one  be  arrested  on  a  writ  unduly  obtained, 
''^se  imprisonment  lies  against  the  plaintiff.     But,  if  one 
^ho  hath  a  suit  depending  be  arrested  eundo  vel  redeundo, 
the  Court  upon  motion  will  set  him  at  liberty,  and  punish 
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1844.        the  party  that  arrested  him,  if  he  knew  the  cause  of  his 
attendance.     In  none  of  the  books  is  there  any  intimation 
of  an  action  being  maintainable  for  such  an  arrest,  but  the 
question  has  always  been  merely  the  delivery  of  the  party; 
the  process  still  continuing  legal  and  capable  of  being  ex- 
ecuted at  a  subsequent  time,  when  privilege  does  not  inter- 
vene."    This  case  was  recognised  in  Tarlton  v.  Fisher  (a). 
The  sheriff  may  if  he  pleases  refuse  to  arrest,  and  take 
the  chance  of  the  privilege  being  allowed;  but,  if  he  is  sued 
for  not  arresting  a  person  who  claimed  privilege,  the  Court 
will  not  stay  the   proceedings:   Shertoood  v.   Benson(b). 
[Coleridge  J.  The  declaration  states  the  defendanU  knew 
the  plaintiff  was  privileged,  and  that  they   arrested  bim 
ntaliciously.]     That  is  immaterial ;  if  the  arrest  per  se  was 
lawful,  they  had  a  right  to  make  it  maliciously ;  malice  in 
such  a  case  is  immaterial ;  it  is  not  like  a  question  of  bona 
fides,  as  in  Lucas  v.  Nockells{c).     [Patieson  J.  Your  argu- 
ment may  apply  to  an  action  of  trespass,  but  malice  seems 
very  material  in  an  action  on  the  case.]     If  any  action  at 
all  lies  it  is  trespass.     [PaUeson  J.   How  so,  if  malice  be 
the  gist  of  the  action  ?]     The  malice  must  be  manifested 
by  an  act,  and  the  form  of  action  will  be  case  or  trespass, 
according  to  the  act.    [fVightman  J.  In  Tarlton  v.  Fisher{a)t 
Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.  says,  "  In  trespass  innocence  of  in* 
tention  is  no  excuse;  in  case,  the  whole  turns  upon  i^i 
malice  or  the  quo  animo  is  the  very  gist  of  the  actio0»'l 
Willes  J.,  in  the  same  case,  intimated  that  "trespass  mig^^ 
lie  if  the  party  were  detained  longer  than  was  necessary  i^^ 
making  the  proper  inquiries."     In  Stokes  v.  H^hite(d)  t>* 
defendant  sued  out  bailable  process  against  the  plaint^* 
his  debtor,  and  the  sheriff  arrested  the  plaintiff  whilst    ^* 
was  privileged  as  a  witness.     The  plaintiff  brought    ^^ 
action  on  the  case,  and  the  case  went  off  upon  the  po^^^ 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  because  it  did  n^^ 
appear  that  the  defendant  had  any  knowledge    that  t^^ 

(a)  2  Doug.  671.  (c)  10  Bing.  157. 

(6)  4  Taunt.  631.  (rf)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  3«3. 
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^Itiotiff  was  attending  as  a  witness  when  the  defendant  1344. 
lelivered  the  writ  to  the  sheriiF  to  be  executed.  [Cok- 
idge  J.  You  must  go  the  length  of  saying  that,  if  any 
pecial  damage  arose  from  unreasonable  detention,  no 
iGtion  would  lie.]  The  only  special  damage  in  this  case 
fould  be  the  costs  of  applying  for  the  discharge,  but  the 
i^ourt  of  Bankruptcy  might,  if  it  pleased,  have  given  a 
emedy  by  making  the  sheriff  pay  costs. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  have  no  doubt,  where  the  sheriff 
lets  apparently  under  a  legal  authority,  but  maliciously,  and 
thereby  produces  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  that  an  action 
»n  the  case  will  lie. 

Patt£SON  J. — The  question  is,  whether  any  action  is 
maintainable  under  the  circumstances,  and  if  it  is  main- 
tainable, whether  it  should  be  trespass  or  case.  Although 
it  has  never  been  decided,  I  think  it  clear  that,  where  the 
iheriff  maliciously  arrests  a  privileged  person,  an  action 
vili  lie.  But  it  is  said  that,  if  the  malice  makes  the  arrest 
legal,  the  form  should  be  trespass.  But  where  the  gist 
f  the  action  is  malice,  and  the  fact  of  arrest  is  itself  legal, 

think  case  is  the  right  form. 

CoLEBiDGB  J. — I  think  the  authorities  shew  that,  if  any 
ion  lies,  it  should  be  case,  for  it  is  not  the  act  of  arrest 
*  ae,  but  the  doing  it  maliciously  that  gives  the  right  of 

on.     I  have  no  doubt  that  an  action  will  lie  if  a  public 

)er  acts  maliciously. 

'lOHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused  {a). 

e  case  in  error  was  argued  in  Easter  Vacation,  1843 
IS),  before  Titidal  C.  J.,  Erskifie  and  Cresswell  Js., 
^arke,  Alderson  and  Rolfe  Bs. 

1)  A  rule  was  also  refused  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 
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1844.  Kennedy  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  (the  defendants  below), 

^T^^^"^      >»  to  the  first  breach  for  arresting^  cited  the  following  au- 

V,  thorities  in  addition  to  those  cited  in  the  Court  below: 

^^*''  1 .  No  action  at  all  lies  for  the  arrest.     It  is  not  a  matter 

of  course  that  the  privilege  should  be  allowed ;  it  would 
not  be  allowed  unless  the  attendance  in  Court  has  been 
bon&  fide:  Meekim  ▼.  Smith  (a).    In  Tarlion  v.  Fisher  {b)^ 
^Ashhurst  J.  says,  "  It  would  be  extremely  hard  indeed  upon 
a  sheriff  or  his  officers,  if  they  were  bound  to  inquire  into 
the  truth  of  that  exemption  (i.  e.  the  privilege),  and  deter- 
mine upon  it  at  their  own  peril."    In  Whalky  v.  Pepper(c), 
lAuUdak  J.  held  that  case  was  maintainable  against  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  for  causing  a  privileged  person  to  be 
arrested. 

2.  The  form  of  action  for  the  arrest  should  have  been 
trespass.  The  arrest  is  trespass ;  and  the  trespass  cannot 
be  waived  in  the  present  case  any  more  than  in  an  action 
for  a  battery.  In  Smith  v.  Egginton{d)  trespass  was 
brought  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  where  it  was 
alleged  that  the  defendant  had  not  discharged  a  prisoner 
for  contempt  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  proper  time 
after  the  arrest^  as  prescribed  by  stat.  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  fl^iB* 
4,  c.  36,  s.  15,  rule.  The  Court  certainly  held  that  the 
action  ought  to  have  been  case,  but  at  the  same  time  the 
Court  seemed  to  think  that  no  action  would  lie  at  all. 

3.  As  to  the  second  count  or  breach,  for  detaining  the 
plaintiff  an  unreasonable  time  after  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy had  ordered  his  discharge.     The  form  of  actioOf 
if  any  action  at  all   can  be  maintained,  should  be  tres- 
pass.     The    detention    was   a  continuing    trespass.     ^^ 
Lambert  v.  Hodgson  (e),  to  an  action  for  an  assault  a^^ 
false  imprisonment,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he,  be^'^^ 
bail  for  plaintiff,  arrested  him  to  render  him  in  dischar^>^* 
and  detained  him  till  he  had  satisfied  the  demand  in  W>^ 

(a)  1  H.  Bl.  636.  (d)  f  A.  &  R  16T ;  S.  C.  « 

(6)  2  Doug.  671.  &  P.  143. 

(c)  7  C.  &  P.  606.  (e)  1  Bing.  817. 


Maosiat 

V. 
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>n.     Replication  de  injuria  and  issue  thereon.     It  ap-         1844. 
ed  that  defendant^  in  addition  to  detaining  plaintiff  till 
Atiafied  the  demand  in  the  action,  detained  him  an  hour 
er,  till  be  paid  the  expenses  of  defendant's  becoming        ®^*^* 

Held,  that  this  was  one  continuing  trespass,  and  that 
afore  to  recover  for  that  part  of  it  which  was  unjusti- 
e  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  newly  assigned.  The 
s  opinion  was  expressed  by  Bay  ley  J.  in  Martin  v. 
9CM(a).  See  also  Blessley  v.  Sloman^b),  Morgan  v. 
lAe9(c),  Turner  v.  HawJdm{d\  Ogle  v.  Barnei{e\  and 
me  V.  Brajf(f).  If  case  may  be  maintained  for  the 
ect-matter  of  the  first  breach  or  count,  and  if  trespass 
le  proper  form  of  action  for  the  subject-matter  of  the 
<nd  breach  or  count,  then  there  is  a  misjoinder. 

eiw  contrd.  Tarlton  v.  Fisher  (g),  Cameron  v.  Light" 
(A)  and  Crouley  v.  Shaw{i)p  all  shew  that  the  arrest  is 
ground  for  an  action  of  trespass.  It  is  said  that  the 
iff  cannot  know  whether  the  claim  of  privilege  is  well 
ided.  But  the  declaration  alleges  that  he  was  cognizant 
be  privilege  in  this  case,  and  that  he  arrested  mali- 
sly.  Besides,  the  ignorance  of  the  sheriff  is  no  excuse ; 
s  liable  in  trover  to  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  whose 
is  he  has  sold  under  a  fi.  fa.,  after  a  secret  act  of  bank- 
tcy  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission ;  Balme 
lutton{k).  Even  in  cases  where  an  act  is  done  under 
icient  authority,  the  animus  of  the  agent  may  render 
act  illegal :  Lucas  v.  Nockells  (/).  So  in  Porter  v. 
i^oii(i»),  where  defendant  induced  the  bail  to  render  his 
icipal  by  saying  that  the  latter  was  likely  to  abscond,  it 
I  held  that  no  action  lay  against  the  defendant  at  the 
;  of  the  principal,  without  alleging  and  proving  express 

i)  1  Chitty,  «44.  (g)  2  Doug.  671. 

\f)ZU.k  W.  40.  (A)  a  W.  Bl.  1190. 

c)  2  T.  R.  225.  (i)  2  W.  Bl.  1085. 

d)tB.&  P.  472.  (/c)  9  Bing.  471. 

»  8  T.  R.  188.  (0  10  Bing.  167. 

J)  3  East,  599.  {m)  5  Bipg.  N.  0.  715. 
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1844.  malice.  Oakes  v.  Wood  (a)  seems  to  establish  no  more 
than  that  the  motive  inducing  a  person  to  exercise  autho- 
rity given  by  law,  could  not  be  inquired  into  where  the 
replication  to  a  plea  justifying  under  such  authority  was  de 
injuria. 

Case  is  the  proper  form  of  action.  The  complaint  is, 
that  the  defendants,  under  colour  of  the  law,  have  acted 
vexatiously  and  oppressively.  In  Heywood  v.  Collinge(b) 
it  was  held  that  an  action  on  the  case  lay  for  maliciouslj 
and  without  probable  cause  arresting  the  plaintiff  pending 
a  former  suit  by  defendant,  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in 
which  the  plaintiff  had  been  arrested  and  discharged;  and 
the  judgment  in  that  case  went  entirely  upon  the  malice 
by  which  the  act  was  accompanied. 

As  to  that  which  is  called  the  second  breach  or  count,  it 
is  merely  part  of  the  one  entire  complaint.  In  respect  of 
the  latter  part  as  well  as  the  former,  malice  is  alleged,  and, 
even  if  trespass  would  lie,  it  does  not  follow  that  case  also 
will  not  lie. 

Kennedy  in  reply.     The  declaration  states  merely  that 

the  privilege  existed,  not  that  it  was  claimed.    \^Alderson  B. 

referred  to  Luntley  v.  Battine  (c),  as  to  the  discretion  of 

the  Court,  whether  to  discharge  a  prisoner  or  to  leave  him 

to  his  writ  of  privilege.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as 
follows({2): — The  main  question  in  this  case,  which  has  been 
brought  before  us  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  is,  whether  any 
action  is  maintainable  against  the  sheriff  for  arresting  > 
person  who,  at  the  time  of  such  arrest,  is  privileged  bj 
reason  of  his  attendance  to  give  evidence  before  a  court  oi 
competent  jurisdiction.  The  plaintiff  has  declared  in  c**^' 
and  in  the  first  count  of  his  declaration  alleges,  that  wb*^^ 
he  was  returning  to  his  place  of  abode  from  the  Regi^  ' 

(fl)  2  M.  &  W.  791.  (c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  234. 

W  9 A.&E.S68;  S.C.  1P.&D.202.    (<0  lDMich.Vac.last(Nov.^ 
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Office  of  the  Court  of  Review  in  Bankruptcy,  to  which 
be  had  been  summoned  by  an  order  of  the  said  Court,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  examined  under  a  fiat,  the  defendants, 
well  knowing  that  he  was  privileged  from  arrest,  wrongfully 
ind  maliciously  arrested  him  under  a  writ  of  ca.sa.,  directed 
\o  the  two  first-named  defendants  as  the  sheriff  of  Mid- 
ilesex.  And  if  an  arrest  under  such  circumstances  affords 
no  ground  of  action  at  law  for  damages,  but  is  only  the 
lubject  of  an  application  to  the  Court  under  whose  autho- 
rity the  party  had  been  compelled  to  appear  as  a  witness, 
the  plaintiff  below  will  be  out  of  Court  as  to  the  first 
count  or  breach  in  his  declaration. 

And  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  arrest  by  the  sheriff 
mder  a  writ  from  any  of  the  Queen's  Courts,  of  a  person 
>rivileged  from  arrest  by  reason  of  attendance  as  a  witness 
loder  the  process  of  another  Court,  does  not  form  the 
ground  of  any  action  at  law. 

That  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  is  not 
maintainable  has  been  long  settled  by  the  two  cases  of 
Cameron  v.  Light/oot  (a)  and  Tarllon  v.  Fisher  and  others {b). 
And  bad  it  not  been  for  the  question  made  by  Lord  ManS' 
field  in  the  latter  case,  at  the  end  of  the  opinion  given  by 
him,  we  should  have  thought  the  question  equally  settled 
as  to  an  action  on  the  case,  for  the  reasons  upon  which  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  proceeds,  as  well  in  the  one  case 
as  the  other,  appears  to  apply  to  both  forms  of  action. 

That  broad  ground  is,  that  the  privilege,  the  breach  of 
which  is  the  subject  of  complaint,  is  not  to  be  considered 
[as  it  was  accurately  laid  down  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  De 
Grey,  in  the  case  of  Cameron  v.  Lightfool  (a) )  "  to  be  the 
privilege  of  the  person  attending  the  Court,  but  of  the 
Court  which  he  attends.  And  therefore  the  allowing  or 
not  allowing  the  privilege  is  discretionary ;  and  it  hath  been 
disallowed  in  collusive  actions,  and  in  vexatious  ones,  as  in 
ibe  Anonymous  case  in  1 1  Mod.  79,  or  where  the  party 
attended  as  a  volunteer,  and  not  upon  process." 
(a)  2  W.  Bl.  1190.  (6)  2  Doug.  6Tt. 
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1844.  The  extreme  diffitulty  cast  upon  the  sheriff  of  determin- 

ing whether  the  privilege^set  up  by  the  party,  is  founded  in 
truthi  is  another  ground  for  holding  the  action  not  to  lie. 
He  cannoti  as  was  observed  by  the  Court  in  Tarleton  v. 
Fl$her{a),  administer  an  oath,  and  he  must  refuse  to  exe- 
cute the  process  of  the  Court  at  his  peril,  and  it  may  be 
added,  that,  though  the  sheriff  may  know  the  party  has  the 
privilege,  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  be  certain  that  the 
party  means  to  claim  it,  and  unless  he  does  claim  it,  he  is 
in  lawful  custody  and  the  judgment  satisfied.     For  these 
and  other  reasons  stated  by  the  Court  in  their  judgments, 
given  in  each  of  the  cases  above  referred  to,  it  was  decided^ 
without  any  doubt,  that  under  such  circumstances  no  actioit 
of  trespass  lay  against  the  sheriff,  and  that  the  only  mode 
of  redress  was  in  ancient  times  by  suing  out  the  writ  of 
privilege,  and   in  modern  times  by  summary  motion  to 
discharge  the  prisoner,  and  we  think  these  reasons  extend 
equally  to  an  action  on  the  case.    The  ground  on  which 
case  is  contended  to  be  maintainable  is,  that  the  allegation, 
in  the  declaration,  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff, 
shews  that  the  arrest  was  malicious,  and  that  a  malicious 
arrest  is  the  proper  subject  of  an  action  on  the  case.    But 
the  older  authorities  prove  that  no  such  distinction  exists. 
In  1  Keble^  220,  the  case  is,  "  If  a  witness,  coming  to  tes- 
tify in  a  cause  in  Middlesex  is  arrested  in  London,  by  oi^ 
knowing  the  cause,  he  hath  no  remedy  but  by  habeas  corpus, 
to  examine  and  deliver  him  thereby;  but,  if  there  be  any 
contempt  by  the  officer,  &c.  an  attachment  may  afterwards 
be  awarded  against  him/'    '^  And  in  no  book,  as  observed 
by  the  Court  in  Cameron  v.  Lightfootifi),  is  there  any  inti- 
mation of  an  action  being  maintainable  for  such  an  arrest) 
but  the  question  has  always  been  merely  the  delivery  of  ^^ 
party,  the  process  still  continuing  legal,  and  capable   ^ 
being  executed  at  a  subsequent  time,  when  privilege  A^^^ 
not  intervene."    And  this  application  of  the  Court  app^^*^* 

(•)  %  Doug,  671.  {h)  s  W.  Bl.  11«), 
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therefore  to  provide  both  for  the  case  where  the  sheriff  i844. 
innocently  and  in  ignorance  of  the  privilege  arrests  the  wit- 
ness, and  where  he  maliciously  and  with  knowledge  of  the 
privilege  makes  the  Arrest;  in  the  one  case  the  Court 
simply  discharging  from  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  in  the 
other,  punishing  for  a  contempt;  but  in  both  cases  con- 
sidering the  privilege  as  that  of  the  Court,  and  not  as  the 
privilege  of  the  party. 

We  therefore  think  the  first  count  discloses  no  ground 
of  action. 

As  to  the  second  count  or  breach,  which  is  also  framed 
in  case,  being  upon  a  nonfeasance  or  omission  of  duty  in 
not  discharging  the  plaintiff,  we  think  the  cause  of  action 
stated  in  that  count,  if  the  ground  of  any  action,  which  may 
be  very  questionable,  is  the  ground  of  an  action  of  trespass 
and  false  imprisonment,  and  not  of  an  action  on  the  case. 
That  count  states  that  after  the  Court  of  Review  had 
ordered  his  discharge,  and  such  order  was  made  known  to 
the  sheriffs,  they  still  kept  and  detained  him  in  custody. 
Admitting  that  the  Court  of  Review  had  the  power  so  to 
do,  the  further  detention  of  the  plaintiff,  without  the  au- 
thority of  any  writ  to  justify  it,  became  a  new  trespass  and 
false  imprisonment,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had 
been  a  new  caption.  And  if  the  plaintiff  had  declared  in 
trespass,  and  the  sheriff  justified  under  the  writ,  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  new  assigned  this  illegal  detainer  as  the 
trespass  and  imprisonment  of  which  he  complained. 

On  the  ground  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause 
of  action  upon  the  first  count,  and  no  ground  for  an  action 
on  the  case  in  the  second,  we  think  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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1844. 

HaLSTEAD  v.  SKELTON(a). 

Assampsit  bj  £RR0R  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
mtMTaocep-  Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
tor  of  a  bill  of  that  one  Harlandf  on,  &c.>  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in 
ccpted^  pay-  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  defendant,  &c.,  ''  and  the 
p  kf  k*  *  defendant  then  accepted  the  said  bill,  payable  at  Messrs. 
London."  '  Cunliffe  &  Co.,  bankers,  London  :*'  that  Harland  indorsed 
on?hr""und  ^°  pla>ntiflf,  and  that  defendant  "  then  promised  the  plaintiff 
that  as  an  ao-  to  pay  her  the  said  bill,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
at^e^aTa  ^^"  thereof  and  of  the  said  acceptance  and  indorsement." 
banker's  pne-  Special  demurrer  on  the  ground,  that  although  the  b3l 
the  restrictive  appeared  to  have  been  specially  accepted  by  defendant, 
^^^n*^'  *"^  ^^  '""^  made  payable  at  Messrs.  Cunliffe  &  Co., 
c.78,^and  bankers,  London,  yet  it  did  not  appear  that  the  bill  was 
where^is  a  ®^®'  presented  there  according  to  the  terms  of  the  accept* 
genend  accept*  ance. 
ouSt  to  be  so       ^^^^  demurrer,  on  motion  in  the  Bail  Court  {b),  was  set 

declared  udod,  aside  as  frivolous,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  signed  judg- 
tberefore  the  .       ,   ^     , 

declaration,      ment  by  default. 

being  upon  an       Error  and  joinder  in  error, 
acceptance  *' 

payable  at  a 

fc°n^diiS^r  ^^«''^^'''  f^""  ^^^  plaintiff  in  error  (defendant  below)  (c). 
to  mean  an  The  declaration  must  be  taken  to  state  the  acceptance 
acceptance  ,.  •       t       t      /y-  •  .        l 

payable  at  a      accordmg   to   its   legal   effect,   and,  as  it  states  that  toe 

banker's  and  defendant  accepted  the  bill  "  payable  at  Messrs.  Cuntiffe 
not  elsewhere,  «^,,'  ,„  •  , 

and  was  bad  for  &  Co.,  bankers,  London,  it  must  be  taken  the  acceptance 
not  avemng  j.^^^  j^  g^^^jj  ^  f^^^  ^^  ^^  make  the  bill  payable  at  the  place 
presentment  at  .    j 

the  banker's,     mentioned,  and  no  other,  so  as  to  constitute  a  qualified 

err^^^i^the       acceptance  within  stat.   1   &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  78,  s.  i.    The 

Eicheqner        declaration  is  bad  therefore  in  substance,  for  not  averring 

Chamber,) 

that  such  aver-       (a)  Decided  in  Trinity  Vacation  (c)  June  16th,   before   1^ 

"ece'ssa!^  Ts"    ^^^^  (J"°*^  ^^)'  ^'  ^"  Coltman,  Ertkine  and  If^ 

the  effect  of  (*)  See  Skelton  v.  Halttead,  2      Js.,  Parke  and  Rolfe  Bs. 

such  an  ac-        Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  69. 

ceptance  as  .  , 

that  declared  upon  was  to  make  the  presentment  at  the  banker*s  a  good  presentment^^ 

not  to  make  presentment  there  necessaiy,  and  therefore  that  the  declaration  was  goo^^* 
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preseDtment  at  the  place  mentioaed  ;  Rowe  v.   1  oung  (a).        i844. 

The  first  section  of  the  statute  enacts :  "  l(  any  person 

iball  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  at  the  house  of  a 

>anker  or  other  place,  without  further  expression  in  his      Seeltok 

icceptance,  such  acceptance  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to 

le  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  general  acceptance  of  such 

lill ;   but,  if  the  acceptor  shall  in  his  acceptance  express 

hat  he  accepts  the  bill  payable  at  a  banker's  house  or  other 

ilace  only,  and  not  otherwise  or  elsewhere,  such  acceptance 

tball  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes 

i  qualified  acceptance  of  such  bill,  and  the  acceptor  shall 

lot  be  liable  to  pay  the  said  bill,  except  in  default  of  pay- 

nent,  when  such  payment  shall  have   been  first  duly  de- 

nanded   at  such   banker's  house,  or  other  place."    The 

itatute  does  not  affect  the  rules  of  pleading.     The  same 

vords  which  in  pleading  would,  before  the  statute,  aver  a 

[ualified  acceptance,  will  do  so  now.     The  statute  merely 

ipplies  to  the  form  and  effect  of  such  acceptance,  and  says 

hat  it  shall  not  be  a  qualified  acceptance,   unless   the 

icceptor,  in  addition  to  expressing  that  be  accepts  the  bill 

payable  '^  at  a  banker's  house  or  other  place/'  add,  "  and 

lot  otherwise  or  elsewhere."    Since  therefore  the  decla- 

-ation  avers  this  to  be  a  qualified  acceptance,  it  must  be 

Aen  that  it  had  the  words,  ''  and  not  otherwise  or  else- 

yhere.**     Fayle  v.  Bird{b),  in  which  this  Court  decided 

bat  where  a  bill   was  drawn   payable   in   London,   and 

iccepted  payable  there,  it  was  as  much  a  general  acceptance 

inder  the  statute,  as  if  the  bill  bad  been  rendered  there 

payable  by  the  language   of  the  acceptance  only,  went 

SDtirely  upon  the  authority  of  Selby  v.  Eden  (c).     But  it  is 

dear  that  the  words  "  general  acceptance"  were  not  very 

nicely  appreciated  in  Selbj/  v.  Eden  (c)  :  for  the  unqualified 

acceptance  of  a  bill  required  by  llie  drawer  to  be  paid  at  a 

particular  place,  is  not  "  general"  quoad  place,  for  the  place 

(a)  «B.&B.  165.  (c)  3Bing.  611 

(6)  6  B.  &  C.  531 ;  S.  C.  9  D.  &  R.  639. 
YOL.  I.— D.  M.  XX 
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18  specified  in  the  drawings  it  is  merely  ''  getienir'  quoad 
the  absence  of  any  qualification  of  the   terms    of  the 
drawing.    See  Gihb  v.  Mather  (a)  and  Park$  v.  Eige  (6). 
In  Blake  v.  Beaumont  (c),  the  bill  was  accepted  generally, 
and  there  was  a  mere  memorandum  making  it  payable  at 
Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &  Co.,  and  TindalC.  J.  observed 
in  his  judgment,  ''  Although  there  is  in  the  present  case  a 
general  acceptance  of  the  bill,  that  will  include  the  place 
at  which  the  bill  is  stated  to  be  payable  in  the  count  as  well       ^ 
as  all  others,  and   it  does  not  lie   in   the  mouth  of  the     ^ 
defendant  to  say  that  the  bill  is  not  payable  at  the  place  ^^ 
specified  in  the  count,  when  that  is  the  very  place  wbich^^a 
he  has  pointed  out  by  his  acceptance  as  that  at  which  tliegLj 
instrument  will  be  paid." 

Cowling  contrd.    It  may  be  conceded  that  the  bill  is  se  ^« 
out  according  to  its  legal  effect.     But  it  does  dot  follot^^ , 
fi'om  the  averment,  that  the  bill  was  accepted  payable  m.  ^ 
Cunliffe's,  that  this  was  a  qualified  acceptatice  sd  as  X^^d 
reuder  presentment  there  necessary.      For  the  avennetv^ 
amounts  to  this  and  no  more,  that  the  bill  Was  payable  sb-  t 
Cunliffe's  if  the  holder  chose  to  present  it  ihtte.     Tk^ 
proof  of  a  bill  "  payable  at  CunliffeW*  would  support  th  ^5 
declaration.     In   Blake  V.  Beaumont  (c),  (he  detlaratio'^ 
was  on  a  bill  "  payable  at  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  9*' 
Co.,"*  and  alleged  presentment  there.     The  bill  prodace^d 
bore  a  general  acceptance,  with  a  memorandum  making  i  ^ 
payable  at  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  8c  Co.     It  Was  hel'rf 
thai  there  was  no  variance,  as  although  the  bill  was  not 
payable  at  Messrs.  Williams  8c  Co.  only,  yet  the  acceptanc^e       J 
pointed  out  their  house  as  a  place  of  payment.    In  Gibi 
V.  Mather{a)  and  Parks  v.  Edge  (b)  the  actions  were  not 
against  the  acceptor. 

(fl)  2  C.  &  J.  954.  (c)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.),  ^^^  1 

(6)  1  C.  &  M.  429. 
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Martin  in  reply.  An  acceptance  making  a  bill  payable 
at  a  particular  place,  withont  the  words  '•  and  not  else- 
where,** is  since  the  statute  quite  inoperative  for  the  pur- 
pose of  limiting  the  place  of  payment.  If  therefore  a 
place  of  payment  is  mentioned  without  the  words  ''  not 
elsewhere/'  it  should  be  stated  that  the  acceptor  accepted, 
without  more.  It  must  be  taken,  therefore,  that  the  words, 
"  payable  at  Messrs.  Cunliffe  8c  Co.,*'  allege  a  qualified 
acceptance. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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Halstead 

V. 

Skeltun. 


TiWDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Courf.-^This  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  against  the  acceptor.  The  declaration  stated  the 
bill  to  have  been  accepted  payable  at  a  particular  banker's 
in  Lfondon,  and  did  not  aver  any  presentment  at  the  house 
of  that  banker;  and  the  question  argued  before  us  was, 
whether  the  omission  of  such  an  averment  made  the  decla- 
ration bad.  The  plaintiff  in  error  contended  that  it  did, 
for  that,  since  the  statute  1  &  £  Geo.  4,  c.  7B,  an  acceptance 
payable  at  a  banker's  generally,  without  restrictive  words, 
is  a  general  acceptance,  and  ought  to  be  so  pleaded ; 
whereas  by  declaring,  as  in  this  case,  on  an  acceptance 
payable  at  a  banker's,  the  plaintiff  must  be  understood  as 
referring  to  an  acceptance  payable  at  a  banker's  only,  and 
not  elsewhere.  And,  if  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  right  in  this 
proposition,  it  must  certainly  follow  that  the  declaration  is 
bad  for  not  averring  performance  of  what,  according  to  his 
argument,  is  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of  action, 
namely,  a  presentment  at  the  banker's. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  cannot  be  supported. 

The  statute  enacts  that,  where  a  bill  is  accepted  payable 
9t  a  banker's,  without  further  expression  in  the  acceptance, 
such  acceptance  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  to  all 
intents  and   purposes   a  general  acceptance  of  such  bill; 

XX  2 
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1844.        but  the  meaning  of  this  enactment  is  not,  that  in  such  a 

J    '^^      case  presentment  at  the  banker's  shall  be  an  invalid  pre- 

V.  sentment,  but  that,  in  an  action  against  the  acceptor,  pre- 

bKELTON.      sentment  to  him  shall  be  good,  and  consequently  that  it 

shall  be  unnecessary  to  present,  or  to  aver  presentment  at 

the  banker's.     A  bill  of  exchange  drawn  generally  on  a 

party,  may  be   accepted  in  three  different  forms;  either 

generally,  or  payable  at  a  particular  banker's,  or  payable  at 

a  particular  banker's  and  not  elsewhere.     If  the  drawee 

accepts  generally,  he  undertakes  to  pay  the  bill  at  maturity 

when  presented  to  him  for  payment.     If  he  accepts  payable 

at  a  banker's,  he  undertakes  (since  the  statute)  to  pay  the 

bill  at  maturity  when  presented  for  payment  either  to  himseli 

or  at  the  banker's.     If  he  accepts  payable  at  a  banker'si^^^ 

and  not  elsewhere,  he  contracts  to  pay  the  bill  at  roaturity^^ 

provided  it  is  presented  at  the  banker's,  but  not  otherwise^ 

Here  the  bill  was  accepted  according  to  the  second  oaatf 
these  three  forms,  i.  e.  payable  at  a  banker's,  without  an;^^ 
restrictive   words ;   so  that  presentment  at  the  banker'^K  , 
(though  if  made  it  would  have  been  good  presentmeiiL   3 
was  yet  not,  as  against  the  acceptor,  necessary.    Accedmg^, 
therefore,  as  we  do,  to  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  i^K3 
error,  that  the  bill  must  be  taken  to  have  been  pleade^cd 
according  to  its  legal  effect,  we  do  not  go  along  with  hic^Bi 
in  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrives.     For  the  reasoi^  s 
which  we  have  given,  we  do  not  think  that,  in  this  case,  tl»  < 
legal  effect  of  the  bill  as  pleaded  was  to  render  necessac^  j 
any  presentment  at  the  banker's,  and  the  judgment  of  tbme 
Court  below  will  therefore  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


I 

\ 


HILARY  VACATION,  VII  VICT.  669 

1844. 

Collins  and  Rigley  v.  Evans  and  Wheelton,  Esqrs     vj^f^\'^ 

fjRROR  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  upon  the  judgment  plaintiffs  as^ 
given  in  Evans  v.  Collins  (a).  sheriff  of  Mid- 

rr»i        t     I        •        •  •  •  lit      cllesex  against 

I  he  cieclaration  in  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  by  the  defendants 

Evans  and  Wheeltott,  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  against  Collins  asattorniesof 
.  one  Power,  for 

and  Riglejf,  attornies  for  one  David  Power,  charged  them  falsely  repre- 

wilh  falsely  representing  to  the   plaintiffs  that  one  John  p^aUiifffs*thar 
Wright,  who  was  then  in  their  custody  as  sheriff,  and  en-  one  J.  TF.,  who 
tilled  to  his  discharge,  was  another  John   Tl^r/g///,  against  their  custody 
whom    the    defendants,  as    attornies   for   the    said    David  as  sheriff,  and 
D  .     1  ,  ...  ,,,-11      entitled  to  his 

rower,  had  sued  out  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  and  delivered  the  discharge,  was 

same   to    the   plaintiffs,  by   reason    whereof  the   plaintiffs  another  J,  W., 
,  .  against  whom 

wrongfully  detained  the  first-mentioned    J.    Wright,   and  the  defendants 

were  afterwards  obliged  to  pay  him  10/.  and  the  costs  of  the^satd^P^r 

an  action  commenced  against  them  by  him  for  the  unlawful  had  sued  out  a 
J  .  .  writ  of  ca.  sa., 

«>etamer.  „„a  delivered 

After  the  above  statement  of  tlie  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  same  to 
,,..«.  ,     ,  .        T     rj7  •   #      •        I    •  .the  plaintifw, 

the  plaintiffs,  and    that  the  J.   fVright  in    their  custody  ^^  reason 

^as  not  the  same  person  as  the  J.  IV right  mentioned  in  ^jjj?[^^g ^*^® 
the  writ,   and  that  he  was  entitled   to   his  discharge,  the  wrongfully 
declaration  averred  that  the  defendants  well  knowing  the  fi^fmeniioned 
premises,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  /•  W.y  and 
'•'leriff,   from  discharging  the  last-mentioned  J.    Wright,  wards  obliged 
^^ade  the  false  representation.  ^o  W  ^^'-^ 

The  defendants  (below)  pleaded  that  at  the  time  they  of  an  action 
"Jiade  the  representation  and  declaration  they  had  good  and  ^gJ^°|J^3t"them 

by  him  for  the 
(«)  See  the  case,  ante,  72.  u1ne7f"'Th"e 

declaration, 
^^er  stating  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  J.  W.  then  in  their 
Custody  was  not  the  same  person  as  the  J.  W,  mentioned  in  the  writ,  and  that  he  was 
^^^titled  to  his  discharge,  went  on  to  aver  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises, 
'^'^d,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  plaintiffs  from  discharging  the  said  J.  IF.,  made 
^^«  false  representation. 

^cld  (on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  reveihing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  ot 
^Qeeo's  Bench,)  that  a  plea  alleging  that  defendants  had  reasonable  and  probable 
^^use  to  believe  and  dir'  believe  their  representation  to  be  true,  was  an  answer  to  the 
^tion. 
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probable  reason  to  believe,  and  did  with  good  faith  believe, 
that  the  repreHentation  was  true. 

To  this  the  plaiiitifls  replied  de  injuri&,  &e.,  on  which 
issue  was  joined. 

The  issue  was  found  for  the  defendants,  and  the  error 
was  brought  upon  the  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  which 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  given  nou  obstante  the 
verdict  for  the  defendants. 

The  errors  assigned  were  (among  others),  that  the  decla- 
ration was  bad,  and  the  plea  sufficient. 


Peacock,   for    the  plaintiffs    in    error    (the    defendants 
below  (a)).     It  appears  upon   the   whole  record   that,  al-  ^ 
though  the  defendants  made  a  representation  which  was^ 
untrue,  yet  that  they  believed  it  to  be  true,  and  had  good^ 
grounds  for  believing  it  to  be  so.     The  record,  therefore 
does   not  show  any  cause  of  action.     To  give  a  cause  Oi»^  ^ 
action  the  misrepresentation  must  be  fraudulent.    The  rul^^ 
is   laid   down   by    Duller,  J.   in    Pasleif   v.    Freematt{t^, 
^'  Fraud  without  damage,  or  damage  without  fraud,  gives 
no  cause  of  action,  but  where  those  two  concur  the  action 
lies(c)."     Tapp  v.  Lee{d)  is  to  the  same  effect.     Fosler  v. 
Charle$(e),Polhills.  TKa/Zer  (/),  and  Corbet t  v.  Brown(g), 
were  followed  in   Freeman   v.    Baker  (h).    The  only  au- 
thority on  which  the  liability  of  the  defendants  can  be  put 
is  Humphrys  v,  Pratt  (i).      The  grounds  of  the  judgment 
in  that  case  are  not  given,  but  it  was  directly  alleged  iu  the 
declaration,  that  the   defendant  required   the   plaintiff  ^^ 
seize  the  goods  in  execution,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  seize 
at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  and  at  the  requisit^^" 


(a)  The  case  was  argued  in  last 
Michaelmas  Vacniioii  before  2V/i- 
dal  C.  J.,  CoUman,  Enkine  and 
Maule  Js.,  and  Parke,  AUerson, 
Gurnei/  and  liolfe  Bs. 

(6)  3T.  11.61—56. 

is)  Per  CrokeJ.  3  Buist.  95. 


(rf)  3  B.  &  P.  367. 

(f)  6  Bing.  S96;  7  Bing.  1^^' 
(/)  3B.&A4.  114. 

(g)  8  Bing. 

(/*)  5  B.  &  Ad.  797. 
(0  5  Bligli,  N.  S.  164. 
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of  the  defendant,  30  that  the  defendant  was  alleged  to  have  1844. 
taJbeo  auch  a  part  as  would  have  made  hiui  liable  to  the 
owaiBr  of  the  goods  in  trespass.  The  case  of  an  auctioneer 
efuplo3red  by  the  defendant  to  sell  goods  which  did  not 
belong  to  him  (Adamson  v.  Jarvis{a))\s  a  similar  case. 
In  such  cases  the  action  may  be  maintained,  because  a 
party  for  bis  own  benefit  has  required  another  to  do  an  un- 
lawful act,  which  the  latter  does  not  know  to  be  unlawful, 
90  that  an  indemnity  is  implied  against  the  defendant.     In 

tbU  caae  the  defendants  did  not  require  the  plaintiffs  to 

arrest. 

Erie  contri.  The  representation  in  this  case  was  not 
made  by  a  stranger,  which  distinguishes  it  from  many  of 
the  cases  cited ;  and  though  it  cannot  be  intended,  after  the 
decision  in  Ramsey  v.  Eaton  {b),  that  the  sheriff  is  the 
eieciition  creditor's  agent  for  all  purposes,  still  there  is  a 
naoifest  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  to  the 
execution  creditor.  Freeman  v.  Baker  (c)  was  a  mere  case 
of  veador  and  purchaser,  in  which  the  maxim  of  caveat 
emptor  was  applicable.  But  where  the  relation  of  employer 
and  employed  subsists,  and  a  representation  is  made  by  the 
employer,  who  is  likely  to  have  knowledge  of  the  facts,  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  the  employed  to  do  a  particular 
act,  the  employer,  if  the  representation  turns  out  to  be  un- 
true, is  liable  for  any  damage  which  may  accrue  to  the 
employed  from  his  representation.  Adamson  v.  Jervis  {d), 
Craug  V.  Gardner  (e),  and  Medina  v.  Sioughton  {/),  are 
iUutlrative  of  this  principle.  Humphries  v.  Pratt  {g)  is 
aol  dislioguishable.  It  does  not  appear  that  anything 
lamed  ia  that  case  on  the  request  alleged ;  nor  can  any 
thing  turn  on  the  distinction  that  in  that  case  the  goods  of 
the  debtor  were  to  be  taken,  and  in  this  case  his  body. 

(a)  4  BiDg.  G6,  7e.  (0  Carth.  90. 

(6)  10  M.  &  W.  22.  (/)  1  Salk.  210. 

(c)  5  B.  &  Aid.  79T.  te)  5  Bligh,  N.  S.  154. 
[i)  4  Bing.  66, 76. 
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1844.  The  same  beDefit  to  the  creditor  from  the  seizure  is  contem- 
plated in  either  case.  [Tifubl  C.  J.,  referred  to  Haycrafi 
V.  Crtavf{a).'\  In  Polhill  v.  Walter  {b\  where  the  defendant 
falsely  represented  that  he  was  authorised  by  the  drawee  to 
accept  a  bill^  the  defendant  was  held  liable,  though  he 
believed  that  the  drawee  would  sanction  the  acceptance. 
[Parke  B.  There  the  defendant  knew  that  he  had  not 
authority  at  that  time.  He  did  not  merely  say  be  should 
get  authority  at  a  future  time.]  So  here  the  defendant 
should  have  asserted  his  belief,  but  he  asserted  his  know- 
ledge.    He  cited  also  Fuller  v.  Wilson{c). 

Peacock  replied  and  cited  Shrewsbury  v.  Blount  {d). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Tin  DAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Cour    i 
as  follows: — The  question  upon  this  record  arises  upo«3 
the  third  plea  to  the  declaration,  and  the  issue  thereorm^ 
which  was  found  for  the  defendants,  the  Court  of  Queeik'*^ 
Bench  having  given  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  below  not* 
withstanding  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendants  on  that 
plea,  upon  the   ground  that  such   plea  affords  no  lega/ 
answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  action.     The  declaration  alleges 
that  the  defendants  falsely  represented  and  declared  to  the 
plaintiffs,  being  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  that  one 
John  Wright,  who  was  then  in  the  lawful  custody  of  tbe 
plaintiffs  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  was  the 
same  person,  John  Wright,  against  whom  a  writ  of  tesUtum 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum  had  been  issued  by  the  defendants 
below,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  he  was  not  the  same 
person  but  another  and  different  person.     The  defendants 
pleaded  (thirdly)  that  they  had  good  and  probable  reason 
to  believe,  and  then  did  with  good  faith  believe,  that  the 
said  representation  and  declaration  was  true,  and  that  the 

ia)  2  East,  92.  (c)  3  Q.  B.  58. 

(b)  3  B.  &  Ad.  114.  W  2  M.  &  G.  475. 
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said  J.  Wright,  then  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs  as  such 
sheriff,  was  the  same  person  as  the  other  J.  Wright,  against 
vbom  the  writ  of  testatum  ca.  sa.  had  been  issued ;  which 
plea  was  traversed  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  found  by  the  jury 
for  the  defendants  below. 

Xhe  question,  therefore,  before  us  is,  whether  the  defend 

aots^  having  reason  to  believe  and  actually  believing  a  fact 

to  be  true,  and  representing  it  as  such  to  the  plaintiffs,  are 

liable  to  an  action  if  it  turns  out  in  the  event  that  they  were 

mistaken,  that  is,  whether  falsehood  in  a  statement  without 

fraud  is  actionable.      It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  (upon 

^vbicb,  however,  a  question  has  been  made)  whether  the 

declaration  contains  an  allegation  sufficiently  distinct  and 

precise  that  the  defendants  did  know  the  statement  to  be 

false ;  for,  even  if  there  is  such  allegation,  the  finding  of 

the  jury  on  the  third  plea  negatives  it,  and  the  question  is 

brought   round   again    precisely  to    the   same   point,  viz. 

whether  a  statement  or  representation,  which  is  false  in 

fact,  but  not  known  so  to  the  party  making  it,  but,  on  the 

contrary,  made  honestly  and  in  the  full  belief  that  it  is  true, 

affords  a  ground  of  action. 

TPhe  current  of  the  authorities  from  Pasley  v.  Free- 
man  (a)  downwards  has  laid  down  the  general  rule  of  law 
to  be  that  fraud  must  concur  with  the  false  statement,  in 
order  to  give  a  ground  of  action.  In  Pasky  v.  JVee- 
man{a)ihe  defendant  knew  that  the  statement  which  he 
had  made  was  false,  and  the  action  was  held  to  be  main^ 
tainable.  In  Uaycraft  v.  Creasy  (h)  the  defendant  made  a 
false  representation,  but  did  not  know  it  to  be  false,  on  the 
contrary  he  believed  it  to  be  true,  and  it  was  held  no  action 
would  lie.  And  in  the  latter  case  nothing  could  be  stronger 
than  the  terms  of  asseveration  used  by  the  defendant,  or 
more  calculated  to  deceive  the  plaintiff,  namely,  that  he 
could  positively  state  the  solvency  of  the  party  from  bis 
own  knowledge,  and  not  from  hearsay.     The  three  judges^ 
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(a)  3  T.  R.  51. 


(6)  2  East,  92. 
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upoii  whose  authority  that  case  was  decided  for  the  defend- 
aut,  tiolding  that,  iu  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  assertion 
amounted  to  uo  more  than  an  expression  of  firm  belief  and 
convictioui  and  not  absolute  knowledge  in  the  strict  sense 
of  that  word,  and  tliis  doctrine  has  been  upheld  by  many 
cases  of  later  date,  referred  to  in  the  argument,  and  has 
been  contradicted,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  bj  noae. 

Unless,  therefore,  the  present  case  can  either  be  dis- 
tinguished from  those  referred  to,  or  can  be  held  to  be 
governed  by  the  direct  authority  of  some  decided  case 
bearing  on  the  very  point,  we  think  the  conclusioo  must 
follow,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  upon 
this  record. 

And  we  think  the  circumstance,  that  the  defendants  had 

better  means  of  knowledge  than  the  plaintiffs  of  the  tnilh 

of  the  statement  made,  which  was  oae  ground  of  distisctkNi 

relied  upon  in  argument,  is  not  a  sound  reason  for  holding 

the  present  defendants  liable ;  for  such  was  a  fact  common 

to  all  the  cases  of  action  for  false  representations.    The 

plaintiff  in  all  those  cases,  being  ignorant  of  the  state  of  bis 

debtor's   solvency,   makes   inquiries  of    those   who  have 

better  means  of  knowledge  than  himself,  and  yet  in  all 

those  cases,  if  the  answer  given  is  honest,  though  imtrue  in 

point  of  fact,  the  action  has  been  held  not  to  be  suslain* 

able.     Neither  again  can  this  case  be  distinguished  from 

the  others,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  bad  an  interest 

in  the  representation  they  made,  and  that  it  was  informa* 

tion  given  for  their  own  benefit,  for  they  could  have  no 

interest  in  stating  the  J.  Wright,  who  was  then  in  actual 

custody,  to  be  the  defendant  against  whom  the  writ  was 

issued, if  he  was  not  so;  on  the  contrary,  it  would  be  so  far 

from  a  benefit  to  them  that  it  would  be  an  actual  injury  if 

the  wrong  man  was  detained,  as  it  would  gi^ve  the  real 

defendants  in  the  action  the  greater  opportunity  of  avoiding 

the  arrest  under  the  writ. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is   whether  the  present 
case  is  to  be  governed  by  the  decision  of  Hnmpkrys  v. 


Colli  IIS 
r. 
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Pml/ (a),  which  forms  the  maio  ground  upon  which  the         ia44. 

Court  of  Queens   Bench  have  rested  their  judgment  iu 

favour  of  the  plaintiffs  below.     For,  if  the  decision  in  that 

case  applies  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  the  law  to  be       £vaiis. 

collected   from  it,  brought  as  it   was  before  the  highest 

tribunal,  must  be  taken  to  goveni  our  decision.     In  that 

case   ihe  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  represented 

and  affirmed  to  the  plaintiff  (the  sheriff)  that  the  judgment 

debtor  was  possessed  of  certain  goods  and  chattels  liable 

to  be  seized  under  the  writ,  which  goods  and  chattels  the 

defendant  did  then  and  there  cause  to  be  shown  to  the 

plaiotifT,  and  then  and  there  required  the  plaintiff  to  seize 

the  said  goods  and  chattels  under  the  said  execution ;  aud 

the  declaration  then  proceeds  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  did 

afterwards,  believing  the  representation  to  be  true,  at  the 

request  and  by  the  direction  and  at  the  requisition  of  the 

said  defendant,  seize  goods  and  chattels,  which  were  then 

and  there  shewn  by  tlie  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  as  and 

for  the  goods  and  chattels  liable  to  be  seized  under  the 

writ;  and  concludes  by  alleging  that  the  defendant  then 

and  there  deceived  and  defrauded  the  plaintiff  in  this,  that 

the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  not  the  property  of  the 

judgment  debtor.    Upon  this  state  of  the  record  the  House 

of  Lords  held  that  the  plaintiff  below  was  entitled  to  retain 

his  judgment,   notwithstanding   the    declaration    did    not 

allege  that  the  defendant  below  knew  his  representation  to 

^  untrue.     No  reasons  are  assigned  for  the  decision,  but 

^here  is  a  ground  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  declaration 

^hich   will  well  support  it,  without  breaking  in  on  the 

^^'thority  of  any  of  the  decided  cases.    The  declaration 

^^tes  that  the  judgment  creditor  pointed  out  the  goods 

^>ifl   required    the    sheriff  to  take  them.     He  made   the 

sheriff  his  mandatory  or  agent  for  the  purpose  of  taking 

^be  goods,  and  if  the  sheriff',  acting  innocently  in  obedience 

^  that  command,  commits  a  trespass,  there  is  no  doubt  but 

^>  as  any  other  individual  iu  that  position,  whether  sheriff 

(a)  5  Bligh,  N.  S.  154. 


nsquirea  uie  siienii  lo  laKe  ur  lu  uemii]  iiiui,  w 
from  being  the  case,  that  the  sheriff  was  left  8 
presentation  to  his  own  discretion  whether  fa 
upon  it  or  not.  It  is  obvious  that  the  sheriff  I 
inquiry,  whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  reqi 
take  or  detain  the  individual  or  not,  or  by  ash 
the  plaintiff  would  indemnify  him  or  not,  migl 
tected  himself  from  any  danger  ;  but  not  havi 
and  the  case  resting  upon  a  mere  representatic 
fact,  but  honestly  made,  we  think,  in  accordar 
decided  cases,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entiti 
ment  non  obstante  veredicto,  but  that  such  juc 
be  reversed  and  judgment  given  for  the  defend; 

Judgment 
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IN 

THE  SEVENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

» 

The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were, 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  VS^illiams  J. 

PaTTESON  J.  WlGHTMAN    J 


In  the  Bail  Courts 
Coleridge  J. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Burgesses 

of  Gloucester.  Wednesday, 

April  24. 

-A.  RULE  nisi  had  been  obtained  in  the  Bail  Court  before  ^ecs  which  a 

I^attison  J,,  calling  on  the  above  parties  to  shew  cause  why  in  aboroagh/ 

^    mandamus  should    not  go,  directing  them  to  pay  two  **  authorised 

sums  of  48/.  85.  and  83/.  135.  6d.  respectively  to  Samuel  table  regularly 

Commendine,  the  prosecutor,  being  sums  due  to  him  in  confirmed" 

respect  of  expenses  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect  the  under  5  &  6 

provisions  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  out  of  the  borough  fund,  g,  1^4,  in  re-  * 

The  following  were  the  substantial  facts  disclosed  by  sp^c'of 

^he  affidavits.     Mr.  Commendiue,  the  prosecutor,  was  clerk  agaiustper- 

^o   the  justices  for  the  city   of  Gloucester,  regularly  ap-  u^"j!?'^'*j 

pointed  according  to  5  8c  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  102.     This  brought  before 

officer  was  remunerated  according  to  a  table  of  fees  con-  Ljticerby 

'it'tned  and  allowed  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  constables  ap- 
pointed by  the 
^^,  watch  com- 

^^^ttee,  disposed  of  by  such  justices,  and  which  fees  the  clerk  to  the  justices  cannot 
^^^over  from  such  persons,  or  other  parties,  either  on  account  of  their  not  being  speci- 
r^^^lly  imposed  on  tnem  by  acts  of  parliament,  or  from  their  inability  to  pay,  are  '<  eipenses 
^^Oessarily  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  act'*  under  section  92, 
^*^^  a  mandamus  will  go  to  direct  their  payment  out  of  the  borough  fund. 
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Department  in  18399  according  to  section  124  of  the  same 

^,    ^  act. 

TheQuEEK  ...  ,  .      , 

V.  There  was  a  watch  committee  in  the  borough,  appointed 

S!)uJ:EtTBir/  •cco«"^'"g  to  5  8c  6  ma.  4,  c.  76,  s.  70.  The  committee 
had  appointed  constables  for  the  borough,  and  had  given 
them  general  orders  to  bring  before  the  justices  for  the 
borough  all  offenders  apprehended  by  them.  Mr.  Cm- 
meNdine  regularly  attended  the  meetings  of  the  justices, 
he  made  out  the  commitments,  warrants^  Sec.,  and  supplied 
the  stationery  for  the  purpose  of  ingrossing  them.  The 
fees  which  Mr.  Commendine  now  required  to  be  made  up 
to  him  out  of  the  borough  fund,  were  of  two  kinds:  1.  Fees 
charged  according  to  the  table,  and  payable  in  respect  of 
business  done  at  the  instance  of  the  police  of  the  borough, 
with  regard  to  persons  apprehended  by  them  and  brought 
before  the  justices,  and  also  in  respect  of  informations  and 
other  summary  proceedings,  where  these  became  payable 
on  conviction,  8cc^  under  acts  of  parliament  which  do  not 
impose  the  payment  of  the  expenses  either  on  the  party 
convicted  or  any  one  else  :  2.  Where  the  act  of  parliament 
provides  for  the  payment  of  such  expenses,  but  the  parties 
liable  were  wholly  unable  to  pay.  In  both  these  cases  a 
portion  of  the  expense,  the  stationery,  &c.,  came  out  of  the 
pocket  of  Mr.  Commendine, 

The  two  sums  were  claimed  in  respect  of  two  successive 
years,  the  first  from  the  9th  November,  1840,  to  the  9th 
November,  1841,  being  the  balance  of  a  gross  sum  of  117/- 
\Gs.  Qd.y  after  deducting  18/.  135.  6J.,  with  which  the  cor- 
poration were  credited,  as  being  the  amount  of  penalties 
and  forfeitures  recovered  summarily  before  the  borough 
justices,  and  54/.  155.  which  the  council  had  paid  in  respect 
of  the  bill.  As  to  this,  it  appeared  that  the  town  council 
had  taken  Mr.  Commendine^s  claim  into  consideration,  aod 
determined  in  February,  1842,  that  the  amount  should 
be  reduced  to  this  sum.  At  the  same  time  they  made  ^ 
farther  resolution,  that  they  could  not  recommend  ^^ 
council  to  sanction  any  farther  payment  of  fees  on  sumit**^ 
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onvictionf  arising  out  of  informations  by  the  borongh        1844. 
olice,  until  they  were  satisfied  that  the  ordinary  income  of    ^^  Queen 
le  justices'  clerk  was  an  insufficient  remuneration  for  the  v. 

uties  of  bis  office.  The  second  sum,  83/.  13s  6d.,  was  GwucEwiRf 
le  balance  of  a  gross  sum  of  105/.  8s.  for  the  years  1841, 
M9,  the  only  deduction  being  2\L  9s.  6d.  received  for 
enHlties,  and  credited  to  the  corporation  as  before  men- 
oned,  the  watch  committee^  agreeably  to  the  above  spe- 
i6ed  resolution,  having  refused  to  recommend  the  town 
ouucil  lo  pay  any  part  of  this  bill.  The  ground  on 
vbich  the  rule  nisi  was  obtained  was,  that  the  expenses 
lare  sought  to  be  thrown  on  the  borough  fund  came 
i^ithin  the  words  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  92,  by  which 
luch  fund  is  to  be  applied,  inter  alia,  in  boroughs  which 
bave  a  court  of  quarter  sessions,  "  towards  the  expenses  of 
the  prosecution,  maintenance  and  punishment  of  offenders;" 
and  ^'  towards  the  payment  of  the  constables,  and  of  all 
other  expenses  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for,  which 
shall  be  necessarily  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act." 

Chilton  and  Francillan  now  shewed  cause.  These 
fees  cannot  be  called  *'  necessary  expenses"  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act.  The  justices'  clerk  must  obtain  his 
payment  in  the  first  instance  from  those  on  whom  the 
aets  of  parliament  under  which  proceedings  take  place  have 
thrown  it,  from  the  party  convicted,  under  18  Geo.  3,c.  ]9» 
ss.  I  and  2;  if  not,  from  the  prosecutor;  if  he  can  obtain 
them  from  neither  of  these  sources,  he  loses  them ;  that  is 
the  risk  which  he  incurs  in  holding  the  office.  The  same 
tuk  is  undertaken  by  justices'  clerks  in  counties,  where 
there  exists  no  fund  analogous  to  the  borough  fund  on  which 
it  ia  possible  to  charge  these  expenses,  and  who  therefore 
loae  their  fees,  if  they  cannot  recover  them  from  the  parties, 
though  they  are  entitled  to  charge  them  under  26  Geo.  2,  c. 
i4,  8.  1,  in  the  same  manner  as  clerks  in  boroughs  are  by 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act.     Similar  charges  were  not 
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considered  within  the  act  in  Reg.  v.  The  Town  Council  of 
ThaQuEEw    Stamford  {a),  Reg.  v.   Thomp$on{b),   Reg.  v.   The  Town 
Mftyor/&c.  of  Council  of  Lichfield  (c).    If  these  expenses  are  within  the 
Oloocistbb.   ^Qi-dj  Qf  section  92,  it  is  nevertheless  discretionary  with 
the  town  council  to  order  their  payment,  and  this  court  will 
not  interfere ;  they  fall  within  the  words  of  section  82,  as 
''  charges  and  expenses"  which  the  watch  committee  shall, 
subject  to  the  approbation  of  the  council,  direct  to  be  paid 
for  the  purposes  of  the  constabulary  force.     [Patteion  J. 
referred  to  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Chelmsford  {d).]  This 
Court  also  will  not  order  the  payment  of  past  expenses,* 
which  would  render  a  retrospective  rate  necessary.    Woods= 
V.  Reed(e). 

J.   W.  Smith  contr^     The  last  objection  could  only  be- 
valid  on  a  return  to  this  mandamus ;  it  does  not  appear* 
that  the  borough  has  no  funds  in  hand.    The  other  caseas 
cited  are  not  in  point.   The  ground  of  the  decision  in  Reg^ 
V.  The  Toton  Council  qf  Lichfield{c)  was,  that  the  expensess 
of  a  prosecution,  which  it  was  clearly  discretionary  with  the= 
town  council  to  undertake  or  not,  could  not  be  charged  on 
the  borough  fund,  unless  there  had  been  a  prior  resolution 
authorising  it.      Here  the  police  were  acting   under  the 
express  directions  of  the  watch  committee,  given  under  the  - 
authority  delegated  to  them  for  that  purpose,  and  thus  not 
only  labour,  but  expense,  were  necessarily  thrown  on  the 
clerk  to  the  justices.     In  the  Stamford  case  the  expenses 
were  incurred  in  defending,  not  prosecuting,  indictments. 
In  the  present  case  the  magistrates  have,  through  the  order 
of  the  watch  committee,  a  necessary  duty  thrown  on  them 
to  perform;  they  must  dispose  of  the  offenders  brought 
before   them;  they  cannot  do  so  without  the  assistance 
of  their  clerk ;  the  clerk's  expenses  are,  therefore,  "  ext 
penses  necessarily  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect  the  pra^ 

(fl)  4  Q.  B.  900,  note.  («0  3  G.  &  D.  357. 

(b)  6  Q.  B.  477  ;  S.  C.  ante,  497.  (e)  2  M.  &  W.  777. 

(f)  4  Q.  B.  893;  S.  C,  ante,  491. 
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visions  of  the  act"  in  the  strictest  sense.     By  section  124  1844. 

the  council  are  to  settle  the  table  of  fees,  and  it  is  provided  ^"^^^^^ 

that  they  may  from  time  to  time  make  a  new  one  ;  the  only  ^^^  ^""" 

reason  for  their  intended  interference  appears  to  be,  that  ^^y®"**  *^-  ©^ 

the  legislature  contemplated  that  such  fees  might  become  "*"^^*"*' 
a  burden  on  the  borough  fund  under  their  control. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  these  are  expenses  "  ne- 
cessarily incurred,"  and  that  the  council  are  authorised, 
when  there  is  no  money  forthcoming  for  the  payment  of 
fees  from  the  party  fined,  to  pay  them  out  of  the  borough 
fund.  Under  section  78,  constables  appointed  by  the  watch 
committee  are  to  apprehend  offenders,  in  order  to  their 
being  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace;  here  is  an 
express  direction,  throwing,  of  necessity,  a  burden  on  the 
justices'  clerk.  As  to  the  objection  that  it  may  become 
necessary  to  make  a  retrospective  rate,  that  can  only  arise 
on  the  return, 

Patteson  J. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  these  expenses 
are  properly  chargeable  to  the  borough  fund.  The  diffi- 
culty on  my  mind,  when  the  rule  was  moved  for,  arose 
From  the  peculiar  language  of  section  92.  That  section 
directs  the  application  of  the  borough  fund,  '*  in  boroughs 
baving  a  separate  court  of  sessions,  towards  the  expenses  of 
the  prosecution,  maintenance,  and  punishment  of  offenders," 
^that  is  apparently  of  offenders  to  be  tried  at  the  sessions) 
^  and  towards  such  other  sum  to  be  paid  by  such  borough 
o  the  treasurer  of  the  county  as  is  hereinafter  provided/' 
referring  to  a  provision  applicable  only  to  boroughs  having 
luch  a  court)  ^'  and  towards  the  maintenance  of  the  borough 
gaol^  &c.,  and  towards  the  payment  of  the  constables,  and 
of  all  other  expenses  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for, 
uvhich  shall  be  necessarily  incurred  in  carrying  into  effect 
Lbe  provisions  of  this  act.''  Now,  since  the  former  part  of 
these  provisions  relates  to  boroughs  having  courts  of  quarter 

VOL.  I. —  D.  M.  Y  Y 
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1844.  sessions,  it  appears  at  first  sight  as  if  the  latter  part  related 
to  such  boroughs  also ;  and,  if  so,  it  would  be  strange  if 
these  expenses  of  summary  convictions,  &c*,  were  compre- 

Mayor,  Stc.  of  bended  within  it,  because  there  would  then  be  a  provision 
Gloucester.  .  »     •      • 

for  such  expenses  in  the  case  of  boroughs  having  a  quarter 

sessions,  and  none  in  the  case  of  boroughs  without  a  quarter 
sessions,  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  clerks  to  justices  being 
apparently  the  same  in  both.  But  I  think,  when  the  sec- 
tion is  more  closely  examined,  the  latter  words  rather- 
appear  to  be  confined  to  no  particular  class  of  boroughs^ 
and,  if  so,  I  have  no  diflBculty  in  regarding  these  expense^ 
as  within  them. 

Williams  J.  and  Wiohtman  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


A^rit^*  The  QuEBN  V.  Joseph  Jonathan  Deiohton. 

JViVicf?'  Declaration  in  quo  warranto  for  usurping  the 

78,  8.  45,         office  of  alderman  in  the  borough  of  Cambridge. 

fo"!^  thl''''^''        The  plea  slated  that  John  Deighton  was  seised  in  fee  of  a 

election  of        house  and  premises  in  Trinity  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St. 

raust'contain     Michael,  Cambridge.    That  by  indenture,  dated  15th  Not., 

the  "  place  of    18^28,  J.  Dehhton  entered  into  partnership  with  the  defend- 

abode"ofthe  .^      .      „         ^  K 

person  voted     &"(  ^^  booksellers  for  twenty-one  years  from  1st  Januarji 

for:  Held,        1829,  llie  business  to  be  carried  on  at  the  said  house  of  ^. 

that  this  reqiii- 

site  was  not      Deighton  in  Trinity  Street ;  J,  DeighCon  to  require  no  rest 

satisBed  by 

papers  naming  the  house  where  the  person  voted  for  carried  on  the  business  of  a  book* 

seller,  sleeping  elsewhere. 

This  defect  is  not  cured  by  the  general  provision  of  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  HS,  tbtt 
no  inaccurate  description  in  any  voting  paper  **  required  by  this  act*'  shall  hindsr  the 
full  operation  "  of  this  act." 

The  defendant  entered  by  indenture  into  partnership  with  J,  D.,  who  was  owner  in 
fee  of  a  house  within  a  borough,  in  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  business  of  booballiflS 
was  to  be  cnrried  on  by  them  jointly  in  the  house,  </.  D.  to  require  no  rent  for  the  fU^ 
of  the  house  in  which  the  business  was  carried  on,  and  the  fixtures  in  Chose  parts  to  be 
joint  property.  The  defendant  and  J.  D.  carried  on  business  in  the  house,  and  «^ 
jointly  rated,  the  defendant  residing  eUe%vhere;  semble,  that  the  defendant  was  an 
**  occupier/'  and  entitled  to  be  a  burgess  within  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  9. 
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for  the  parts  of  the  house  in  which  the  business  was  carried         1844. 
on,  and  the  fixtures  in  those  parts  of  the  bouse  to  be  the    _^^ 
property  of  the  joint  trade.     That  the  defendant  and  J.  «. 

Deighton  occupied  the  house  jointly  in  pursuance  of  the     ^*'®*''^'' 
said  agreement,  and  were  jointly  rated.     That  the  defend- 
ant, before  and  during  1836,  and  thence  to  the  lOth  May, 
1841,  was  an  inhabitant  householder  within  the  borough  of 
Cambridge,  inhabiting  a  house  in    Regent  Street,  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Benedict  in   the  said   borough.      That    on 
lOth  May,  1841,  he  went  to  reside  at  a  house,  of  which  he 
became  tenant,   at   Harston,  within  seven   miles  of  the 
borough  of  Cambridge,  where  he  resided  until  and  after 
the    ^9th    September,    1841.     That  he,   the   said   J.  J. 
Deighton,  continually,  from  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  bad  been  enrolled  a  burgess  of 
the  said  borough,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act,  and  that  the  words  ^'  house,  Trinity  Street,'*  were  suc- 
cessively inserted  in  the  successive  lists  of  burgesses  and 
burgess  rolls  annually  made  out  for  the  said  borough,  as 
the  description  from  time  to  time  of  the  nature  and  situation 
of  the  property,  in  respect  of  which  the  name  of  the  said 
defendant  J.  J.  Deighton,  was  inserted  in  the  said  suc- 
cessive lists  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  words  ''  House, 
Trinity  Street/'  in  the  said  lists  and  rolls  respectively  meant 
and  intended  the  said  house  in  the  said  indenture  and  lease 
hereinbefore  mentioned  ;  and  that  the  burgess  lists  were,  in 
each  an^  every  of  the  said  years  in  which  his  name  was  so 
inserted  therein,  revised  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  statute  by  the  mayor  and  assessors  for  the  said  borough 
at  an  open  court  held  in  each  of  the  said  years  for  that  pur- 
ptse,  and  that  he,  the  said  ./.  J.  Deighton,  was  not  at  any 
time  during  the  whole  of  that  period  objected  to.     The 
plea  then  stated  that  he,  the  said  J.  J.  Deighton,  being 
duly  qualified,  &c.,  was  before,  8cc.,  elected  to  be  an  alder- 
man on  the  9th  of  November,  1841. 

Replication.  Tliut  the  voting  papers  personally  delivered 
to  the  mayor  of  the  said  borough,  at  the  said  meeting,  for 

Y  y  2 
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1844.         the  said  ./.  J,  Deighton  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  borough 

'n^Q^'^      (he»  the  said  mayor,  then  and  there  being  the  chairman  of 
V.  and  at  the  said  meeting,)  did  not,  nor  did  the  said  voting 

papers  of  any  or  either  of  the  said  last-mentioned  members 
of  the  said  council,  contain  the  place  of  abode  of  the  said 
J.  J.  Deighton,  for  whom  the  said  last-mentioned  members 
of  the  said  council  then  and  there  at  the  said  meeting  voted 
to  be  such  alderman ;  and  that  the  said  voting  papers  con — 
tained  an  inaccurate  and  untrue  statement  of  the  place  oE 
abode  of  the  said  J.  J.  Deighton  in  this,  that  the  place  oE 
abode  of  the  said  ./•  J.  Deighton  is  in  the  voting  papers 
stated  to  be  Trinity  Street,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  facS 
the  place  of  abode  of  the  said  J.  J.  Deighton,  before  an(3 
at  the  time  of  the  holding  of  such  meeting,  and  at  the  tim^ 
of  the  delivery  of  the  said  voting  papers  to  the  said  mayo^ 
as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  his  being  so  elected  aLn 
alderman   of  the   said  borough,  was  at   Harston,  in  th^ 
county  of  Cambridge,  and  not  at  Trinity  Street  or  else- 
where than  at  Harston  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid  « 
Verification. 

Rejoinder.     That  in  each  of  the  said  voting  papers,  per* 
sonally  delivered  to  the  mayor  of  the  said  borough,  at  th^ 
said   meeting,  by  the   members  of  the  said  council  who 
voted  at  such  meeting  for  the  said  J.  J.  Deighton  to  be  an 
alderman  as  aforesaid,  he,  ihe  said  J.  J.  Deighton,  was  de- 
scribed as  of  Trinity  Street,  bookseller;  and  the  said  J.J' 
Deighton  saith,  that  he  was  so  described  in  the  said  voting 
papers  and  each  of  them  without  any  fraud  or  intention  to 
mislead  in  him  the  said  J,  J.  Deighton,  or  any  of  the  niero- 
bers  of  the  council  who  so  voted  for  him  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  said  description  of  the  said  J.  J.  Deighton  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  said  election,  and  at  the  time  of  thedeliverj 
of  the  said  voting  papers  and  every  of  them,  such  as  to  be 
commonly  understood,  and  the  same  was  then  commonly 
understood  as  the  description  of  the  said  J.  J.  /)eigA/o»,  and 
the  same  desciiption  then  and  there  was  such  as  to  be,  and 
the  sinne  then  and  there  was,  coininonlv  understood  bv  und 


£AST£R  TERM,  VII  VICT.  685 

mongst  the  then  members  of  the  said  council,  and  the  then         1844. 
urgesses  of  the  said  borough,  and  other  the  persons  in-    -,r^X^^ 
crested  in  the  said  election,  and  the  said  J.  J.  Deighion  was  v. 

len  and  there  perfectly  well  known  by  the  said  description,  I>"ohton. 
id  as  well  known  by  the  members  of  the  said  council,  and 
le  said  burgesses  and  the  said  other  persons,  as  if  he  had 
een  then  and  there  described,  or  as  if  his  place  of  abode  had 
een  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said  voting  papers,  or 
ly  of  them,  in  any  other  manner  than  as  above  is  men- 
oned. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  case  was  argued  this  term  (a)  by 

Gunning  for  the  crown.  The  election  of  aldermen  is  thus 
rovided  for  by  7  Will.  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  14: — Every 
lember  of  the  council  entitled  to  vote  in  that  election  **  may 
Die  for  any  number  of  persons,  not  exceeding  the  number  of 
[dermen  then  to  be  chosen,  by  personally  delivering  at  such 
leeiing  to  the  mayor  or  chairman  of  the  meeting  a  voting 
aper,  containing  the  christian  name  and  surname  of  the  per- 
308  for  whom  he  votes,  vi\i\iihw  respective  places  of  abode 
fid  descriptions,  such  paper  being  previously  signed  with  the 
aine  of  the  member  of  council  voting."  Here,  the  *^  place  of 
bode"  of  the  defendant  was  not  truly  stated  in  the  voting 
raipers,  but,  instead  of  it,  those  papers  contained  the  descrip- 
ion  of  his  place  of  business  in  Trinity  Street,  where  he  carried 
m  the  bookselling  trade,  but  never  resided.  The  answer  in 
the  rejoinder,  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  intention  to  mis- 
lead, is  beside  the  purpose ;  the  simple  question  is,  whether 
the  specific  directions  of  an  act  of  .parliament  have  been 
complied  with.  It  is  true  that  there  is  a  provision  in  the 
3  &  6  WiiL  4,  c.  76,  s.  142,  that  *'  no  misnomer  or  inac- 
curate description  of  any  person,  body  corporate  or  place 
named  in  any  schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  or  in  any  roll, 
list,  notice  or  voting  paper  required  by  this  act,  shall  hinder 
the  full  operation  of  this  act  f  but  there  is  no  similar  pro- 

(a)  April  S4,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Pattesm,  Williami  and 
Wightman  Js. 
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▼ision  in  7  Will.  4  and  1   Vict.  c.  78,  nor  can  the  provision 
of  the  former  ftatute  be  extended  by  implication  to  the 
v!  latter.     The  presumption  rather  is  that  it  was  designedly 

DaiesTo*.    omitted :  Mote*  v.  iV«wfkiii  (a). 

ByUit  Serjt  contrjk.     The  description  is  suflBciently  ac 

curate.    The  terms  "  place  of  abode''  or  of  '*  residence*^ 
do  not  necessarily  imply  the  house  in  which  a  party  sleeps 
His  '^  place  of  abode**  may  be  said  with  equal  or  at  leas        t 
sufficient  propriety  to  be  where  he  carries  on  his  ordioar^^ 
business.      But,  even  if  this  were  otherwise,  it  does  no       t 
follow  that  an  election  is  invalidated  by  so  slight  a  mistakes^. 
And  the  5  &  6    Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.   142,  applies,  for  th^^ 
election  of  aldermen  is  a  proceeding  under  that  act ;  bot'^Bi 
acts  must  be  taken  together.    The  election  of  alderme^^B 
is  provided  for  by  the  former  act,  sect.  96  ;  the  latter  onl  ^^ 
adds  certain  particulars  as  to  the  mode  of  election. 

Gunning  in  reply.  The  same  heading  '*  place  of  abode  ^* 
is  found  in  schedules  3  and  6  of  2  WiU.  4,  c.  45,  where  m  t 
clearly  means  something  different  from  place  of  busines^^i 
and  has  been  uniformly  so  held. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  elec^^* 
tion  of  J.  J.  Deighton  to  the  office  of  alderman  of  th^^ 
borough  of  Cambridge  is  not  a  good  election.  We  thin^^ 
that  the  description  of  his  residence  in  ail  the  voting  paper  * 
is  not  a  true  description,  and  that  it  is  not  cured  by  any"'^' 
thing  in  the  act  of  parliament.  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore^^' 
to  consider  any  of  the  other  points. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  (6). 

(«)  6  Biiij;.  556.  puititt  were  laised  and  argaed: "^ 

(6)  The     fnlloiving    addiiioiinl       Whether  the  meeting  at  which  tl 
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I  io  question  took  place 
gal  aud  void,  on  the  ground 
•  **  notice  of  the  time  and 
f  such  meeting  was  given 
ear  days  before  the  meet- 
»r  aoy  "  summoos  to  attend 
QciJ,  specifying  the  business 
d  to  be  transacted  at  such 
;,"  left  at  the  usual  abode 
nember  of  the  council  three 
iys  before  the  meeting,  as 
1  by  5  &  6  WiU.  4,  c.  76, 
it  being  contended  on  the 
the  defendant,  that  as  the 
I  took  place  at  one  of  the 
ly  meetings  for  the  transac- 
general  business  mentioned 
ame  section,  no  such  notice 
imons  was  necessary,  and 
t  all  eveots,  the  want  of 
id  not  invalidate  the  elec- 
But  as  the  Court  gave  no 


opinion  on  tliese  points,  the  part 
of  the  pleadings  und  arguments  rt- 
lalinj;  to  them  is  omitted. 

Tt  was  also  contended,  on  the 
part  of  the  crown,  that  the  occu- 
pation of  the  premises  in  Trinity 
Street  by  Mr.  J.  J.  Deighton,  as 
shown  in  the  plea,  was  not  suffi- 
cient within  the  meaning  of  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  9 ;  that  the  lease 
passed  no  right  to  the  soil  to  the 
defendant,  but  simply  an  easement 
or  permission  from  the  owner  to 
carry  on  a  particular  trade  on  the 
premises,  and  Rex  v.  The  Com' 
pantf  of  Proprietors  of  the  Alertey 
and  Irwell  NnvigaiioTif  9  B.  &  C. 
95  ;  S.  C.  1  Man.  &  Ryl.  84,  was 
cited.  But  on  this  point  counsel 
for  the  defendant  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 


1844. 


The  Queen 
Deighton. 


tuEENy  on  the  prosecution  of  Robert  Bullock,  r,      2'hursday 
Clark.  April  25th. 

Where  a  judge 
ItLY,  in  Hilary  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  of  assize,  after 

ifendant,  surveyor  of  the  highways  within  the  parish  ^l^^^^^^^^  fo/ 

lipping  Barnet,  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  to  shew  non  repair  of 

why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  commanding  him  sint. shdWill. 

to  Robert  Bullock,  the  prosecutor  of  an  indictment  '*»^-  ^0,  s.  95, 

•^    .  .  .  makes  an 

t  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  for  non  repair  of  order  that  the 

way,  or  to  his  attorney,  the  costs  of  the  prosecution.    ^^^^Jheoa'rish 

Movember,  1840,  at  a  special  sessions  for  the  highways,  but  does  not 

istices  of  the  liberty  of  St.  Alban's,  Hertfordshire,  "mount  of 

id  that  the  said  Bullock  should  prefer  a  bill  of  indict-  costs  in  the 

«      _   „;..,,  ,        ,  order,  nor  as- 

under  Stat.   5   OC  O   Will.  4,   C.  95,  at   the   then   next  certain  and  fix 

ordshire  Assizes,  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  ^^^  amount 

'     ^  ,       ,  .  either  then  or 

lipping  Barnet,  in  the  said  liberty,  for  non  repair  of  a  at  any  subse- 
quent lime, 
this  Court  will  not  enforce  such  an  order  by  a  mandamus^ 
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highway.     The  bill  was  preferred  accordingly  and  found  a 
true  bill,  and  the  case  was  tried  before  Gumey  B.  at  the 
Hertfordshire   Spring   Assizes,    1842,   when   a  verdict  of 
guilty  was  returned.     The  learned  judge  respited  the  judg- 
ment and  recognizances  until  the  following  summer  assizes, 
and  made  an  order  for  costs,  which  was  thus  entered  by  the 
clerk  of  assize  and  signed  by  the  learned  judge,  **  The  in- 
habitants of  the  parish  of  Chipping  Bamet  for  non  repair 
of  a  road.     It  is  ordered  by  Mr.  Baron  Gumey  that  tb 
costs  of  this  prosecution  be  paid  out  of  the  rate  made  ani 
levied,  or  to  be  made  and  levied,  in  pursuance  of  the  5 
6  Will.  4,  c.  60|  in  the  said  parish  of  Chipping  Bamet/' 
At  the  following  summer  assizes  the  judgment  and  recog- 
nizances were  again  respited  until  the  spring  assizes  foi 
1843.     After  the  summer  assizes  for  1842,  application  wai 
made  to  the  taxing  masters  of  the  Crown  Office,  and  to  th< 
deputy  clerk  of  assize  for  the  Home  Circuit,  to  tax  thi 
costs,  all  of  whom  declined  to  do  so,  considering  that  the; 
had  no  authority  in  the  matter.    In  October,  1842,  Guriii 
B.  was  applied  to  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  costs,  and  ti 
insert  the  same  in  his  order.     The  learned  judge  declinei 

to  do  so.     At  the  spring  assizes,  1843,  the  prosecutor  ap ' 

peared  before  Patteson  J.  in  the  Crown  Court,  and  did  no^r-  t 
apply  for  judgment,  as  the  road  had  then  been  repaired,  bui^  ^ 
applied  for  the  costs.   The  learned  judge,  after  consultatioir'     > 

with  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  the  other  judge  of  assize,  dis 

missed  the  application,  and  respited  the  judgment  to  tb^^^ 

next  summer  assizes.     At  the  last  mentioned  assizes  appli^- 

cation  was  made  to  Parhe  B.  in  the  Crown  Court  foi 
judgment  and  also  for  the  costs.  The  learned  judge  im- 
posed a  nominal  fine  on  the  inhabitants,  discharged  the 
recognizances,  and  dismissed  the  application  for  costs. 
The  costs  were  subsequently  taxed  at  320/.  by  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  for  the  county  at  the  request  of  the  prosecutor. 
The  amount  had  been  demanded  of  the  defendant,  who  was 
then  surveyor,  but  was  not  so  when  the  bill  was  preferred 
or  when  the  indictment  was  tried. 
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Piatt  and  Godson  now  shewed  cause.  This  Court  has 
no  power  to  interfere  by  mandamus  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  costs  in  question,  for  the  learned  judge  who  ordered  the 
payment  did  not  state  the  amount  in  his  order.  This  ap- 
plication is  made  under  section  95  of  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  50,  which,  after  enacting  that  an  indictment  for  non 
repair  of  a  highway  may  be  directed  by  justices  to  be 
preferred  either  at  the  quarter  sessions  or  at  the  assizesi 
goes  on  to  provide  "  that  the  costs  of  such  prosecution 
shall  be  directed  by  the  judge  of  assize  before  whom 
the  said  indictment  is  tried,  or  by  the  justices  at  such 
quarter  sessions,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rate  made  and 
levied  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  in  the  parish  in  which  such 
highway  shall  be  situate."  In  Seilwood  v.  Mount  {a)  it  was 
decided  that  under  the  goth  section,  which  allows  costs  to 
be  awarded  on  appeals  against  an  order  for  stopping  up  a 
highway,  an  order  of  sessions  omitting  to  insert  the  amount 
of  costs  could  not  be  enforced ;  and  this  authority  was 
acted  upon  in  Reg.  v.  Long{b)  with  respect  to  the  costs 
of  an  appeal  at  the  borough  sessions  against  the  order  of 
removal,  although  the  amount  had  been  submitted  to  the 
recorder  after  the  termination  of  the  sessions  and  approved 
by  him.  In  the  present  case,  after  the  termination  of  the 
assizes,  the  judge  was  functus  officio,  and  neither  he  nor 
any  one  else  could  ascertain  the  amount  of  costs.  [Patte^ 
son  J.  Suppose  it  had  been  the  last  case  at  the  assizes?] 
The  bill  of  costs  should  have  been  ready  at  the  time  of 
trial. 
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Kelly  and  Bramwell  contr^,  The  terms  of  the  statute 
do  not  authorise  the  judge  to  do  more  than  make  a  general 
order  for  costs.  Under  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64^  s.  22,  it  is 
expressly  enacted  that  the  costs  on  prosecutions  for  felonies 
shall  be  ascertained  ^^  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court/' 
Under  the  Highway  Act,  which  contains  no  such  express 
provision,  no  officer  can  be  authorised  to  tax  the  costs  ; 


{a)  1  Q.  B.  726;  S.  C.  1  G.  & 
D.  358. 


(6)  1  Q,  B.  740;  S.  C.  1  G.  & 
D.  367. 
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1844.         and,  as  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  it  any  part  of  the 
judge's  duty  to  tax  them,  the  law  must  ascertain  the  amount 
under  a  general  order  for  payment.     In  section  90  of  the 
Highway  Act,  it  is  enacted  that  the  '*  Court  shall  award  the 
costs/'  which  distinguishes  SeHwood  v.  MowU  {a)  from  the 
present  case.     So  under  section  89  of  stat.  4  fc  5  WUL  4, 
c.  76|  under  which  Reg.  v.  Long  (6)  was  decided^  it  is  for  the 
**  Court*'  to  order  costs.     Now  a  Court  has  an  officer  who 
may  be  employed  to  tax  costs,  but  a  "judge  of  assixe'*  as 
such  has  no  officer,  and  in  this  case  the  judge  did  not  act — 
as  a  Court,  but  rather  like  a  judge  giving  a  certificate  as  to- 
the  amount  of  damages  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  costs.-* 
In  this  case  the  judge  in  effect  could  do  no  more  than  cer-— 
tify  that  the  prosecutor  was  entitled  to  costs.    These  costs^ 
are  no   consequence  of  a  judgment,  but  are  collateral.^ 
[Paiie$on  J.     If  the  order  is  good,  why  not  indict  .for  the 
non  payment?     That  was  held  in  Rex  v.  The  Treoiurer  of- 
the  County  of  Surrey  (c)  to  be  the  proper  remedy  against:: 
the  treasurer  of  a  county  who  refused  to  pay  the  expenses- 
oi  a  witness  in  a  case  of  felony.]     In  Rex  v.  The  Saint^ 
Katherine  Dock  Company{d)  a  mandamus  went  to  enforce^-^ 

inter  alia,  payment  of  an  unascertained  amount  of  costs.^ 

The  Court  will  allow  a  mandamus  where  it  is  the  most  con 

venient  remedy ;   Rex  v.   The  Severn  and  fVye  RaUway     ^ 
Company  {e),  and  Reg.  v.  The  Bristol  Dock  Company(f). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — ^This  is  a  case  which  places  the  ^ 

Court  in  some  difficulty.      A  parish  has  been  indicted  for  ^^■ 

non  repair  of  a  road,  and  has  been  found   guilty.     Un-  — 

doubtedly  the  statute  meant  that  in  such  a  case  the  parish  ^ 

should   pay  costs.    The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  ^ 


(a)  1  Q.  B.  796;  8,C.tQ.h  (<0  4  B.  &  Ad.  $60 ;  S.  C.  1 

D.a58.  N.&M.191. 

(6)  1  a  B.  740 ;  SL  C.  1  O.  &  (e)  9  B.  &  Aid.  646. 

D.  367.  (/)  9  Q.  B.  64;  5.  C.  1  G,  & 

(c)  1  Chit.  650.  D.  286. 
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whether  the  manner  in  which  the  parish  is  called  on  to  pay 
is  the  proper  manner.  The  95th  section  enacts  "  that  the 
coats  of  such  prosecution  shall  be  directed  by  the  judge  of 
assize  before  whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried."  I  think 
this  must  mean  either  that  the  amount  of  costs  shall  be  as* 
certained  by  the  judge  himself,  or  that»  if  he  makes  his 
direction  in  general  terms,  the  costs  shall  be  put  in  the 
usual  course  of  taxation  by  the  proper  officer.  There  was 
a  proper  officer  in  Court  for  that  purpose.  I  do  not  enter 
into  the  question  whether  the  judge  on  this  occasion  was  a 
Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer.  The  judge  did  not  ascertain 
the  amount  of  costs,  nor  did  he  put  the  officer  in  motion  to 
ascertain  them.  We  are  now  called  upon  to  order  the  pay* 
ment  of  costs  not  ascertained,  but  of  costs  generally,  so 
that  they  would  remain  to  be  ascertained  after  the  issuing 
of  our  writ.  It  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  call  upon 
the  surveyor  to  obey  before  he  knows  the  amount  of  costs. 
I  do  not  inquire  how  far  the  change  of  parties  might  in* 
fluence  us,  if  it  were  a  matter  of  discretion  with  us  to  issue 
or  withhold  the  writ  prayed  for.  If  the  learned  judge  who 
tried  the  case  has  now  the  power  of  ascertaining  the  costs 
be  may  be  called  on  to  act ;  if  he  has  not,  the  case  must 
fall  to  the  ground.  When  costs  are  spoken  of  in  a  court  of 
justice,  they  are  not  such  costs  as  may  be  ascertained  ali* 
unde,  but  such  costs  as  the  judge  may  apply  his  mind  to 
and  ascertain.  If,  as  the  prosecutor  contended,  the  judg^ 
exercised  a  merely  collateral  power  in  directing  costs,  and 
can  fix  the  amount  afterwards,  the  prosecutor  may  apply  to 
him  now ;  but  we  cannot  interfere. 
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Patteson  J. — Assuming  that  mandamus  is  the  proper 
remedy  in  this  case,  as  to  which  I  am  not  clear,  even  if  the 
amount  of  costs  had  been  ascertained,  we  are  called  upon 
to  issue  a  mandamus,  either  to  compel  payment  of  an  un- 
ascertained sum  or  to  ascertain  it  ourselves.  It  is  quite  plain, 
when  the  legislature  says  that  the  judge  shall  direct  costs 
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1844.  to  be  paid,  that  it  must  mean  that  the  judge  should  super- 
intend the  inquiry  and  ascertain  the  amount,  either  by  him- 
self or  by  his  oflBcer.  Whether  it  was  intended  that  this 
should  be  done  at  the  time  or  at  any  future  time,  it  was  at  ^.^m 

all  events  intended  that  it  should  be  done  under  the  direc 

tion  of  the  judge,  and  not  under  the  direction  of  this  Court..^  :=. 
We  cannot  issue  a  mandamus  for  an  unascertained  amount:^  .t 
of  costs. 

Williams  J. — Undoubtedly  this  is  a  case  in  which  ih 
costs  ought  to  be  paid.     I  have  considered  whether  then 
has  been  any  omission  on  the  part  of  the  applicant,  and 
think  there  has.     For,  suppose  the  judge  to  have  made 
valid  order  for  costs,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  applicanS^' 

required  the  officer  to  tax  them  before  the  commission  ex 

pired.  If  the  clerk  of  assize  had  been  applied  to  for  tha^H 
purpose  and  refused,  it  would  have  been  just  as  hopeful  tc=:^ 
have  applied  for  a  mandamus  against  him  as  to  have  applie(^H 
for  this  mandamus.  How  can  a  mandamus  go  for  an  un— — 
ascertained  sum  ?    That  is  a  decisive  objection. 

WiOHTMAN  J.— I  come  to  the  same  conclusion  with  greaK- 
reluctance,  for  it  is  clear  the  parish  ought  to  pay  these  costs^ 
But,  if  the  mandamus  issue,  it  would  direct  payment  gene — 
rally.  How  then  could  it  be  obeyed  ?  Suppose  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  to  issue,  would  it  be  for  such  amount  a^^ 
the  prosecutor  chooses  to  demand  ?  I  think  there  would  b^^^ 
insuperable  difficulty  in  giving  effect  to  the  writ. 

Rule  discharged. 
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The  Queen  r.  Tordoft.  Tuetday, 

.  April  SOth. 

Isaac  tordoft,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  keeper  In  a  commit- 

of  the  house  of  correction  at  Wakefield,  in  the  west  riding  ™®°'  *"  •*?" 

^  cuUon,  under 

of  the  county  of  York,  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  ob-  stat.  4  Geo.  4, 
tained  to  bring  up  the  body,  with  cause.  See.     The  keeper  ^'hichU  in- 
returned  that  the  prisoner  was  detained  under  the  follow-  tended  by  the 

statute  to  ope- 
ing  warrant  rate  as  a  con- 

WMt  ^ding^     ^Q  George  Kershaw,  the  constable  of  Barn-  warrant  must 
of  Yorkshire,  >  ®  _  =»,*«  ♦k«»  .u-. 

to  wit.      Jsley,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  J^^jj^^^/f •^ 

York,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  done  all  that 
Wakefield,  in  the  said  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  lo  mal^*Se 
York.  conviction 

Whereas   information  and  complaint  hath  been   made  fore  where  it 

before  me,  William  Bennet  Martin,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Ma-  ^^  "®^  •»ffi- 

.   .  cienlly  appear, 

jesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  of  on  the  face  of 

the  county  of  York,  by  Andrew  Faulds,  of  Worsbrough,  in  ^J^^JJ^*™^'/* ^ 

the  said  West  Riding,  colliery  proprietor,  upon  the  oath  of  that  the  wit- 

the  said  Andrew  Faulds,  against  Isaac  Tordoft,  late  of  "   ^  of  the"**" 

Stainbrough,  in  the  said  West  Riding,  collier,  for  that  he  charge  had 

the  said  Isaac  Tordoft,  contracted   with  the  said  Andrew  \n  the  prison- 

Faulds  and  others,  his  partners  in  trade,  as  colliery  pro-  ^y**^?^* 

prietors,  to  wit,  on  the    1st  day  of  January,  in  the  year  he  was  en- 

of  our  Lord  1842,  in  the  West  Riding  aforesaid,  to  serve  'jj^^^^e**** 

them   the   said    Andrew   Faulds   and    others  in   the   said 

capacity  and   employment  of  a  collier  in  the  said    West 

Riding  from  thence  until  the  end  of  one  month   after  he 

should  have  given  to  or  received  from   his  said  masters 

notice  to  quit  and  leave  his  said  masters'  service,  and  that 

the  said  Isaac  Tordoft,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract, 

entered  into  the  service  of  the  said  Andrew  Faulds  and 

others  accordingly,  and  that  afterwards  he  did  unlawfully 

absent   himself  from    his   said   service   without    his   said 

masters'  consent,  in  the   Riding  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the 

2drd,  £4th,  £6th,  and  the  e7th  days  of  February  last  past 

respectively,  before  the  time  of  his  said  contract  was  com- 
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pletedi  to  wit,  after  the  commencement  of  the  said  con- 
tracty  and  before  the  end  of  one  month  after  he  had  given 
notice  to  or  received  from  his  said  masters  notice  to  quit 
and  leave  bis  said  masters'  service,  and  hath  from  theno 
hitherto  neglected  to  fulfil  his  said  contract,  against  thi 
form  of  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided.   An 
whereas  the  said  Isaac  Tordofl,  in  pursuance  of  my  warrant 
for  that  purpose,  bath  this  day  appeared  before  me  to 
swer  the  said  complaint,  but  hath  not  proved  that  he  i^ 
not  guilty  of  the  said  complaint  and  charge,  and  whereas^  i 
in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  pro^- 
vided,  I  have  duly  examined  the  proofs  and   allegations 
upon  oath  of  both  the  said  parties  touching  the  matter  o^ 
the    said    complaint,   and    upon   due    consideration    hai 
thereof  have  adjudged  and  determined  the  said  compUinv^ 
to  be  truci  and  that  he  the  said  Isaac  Tordoft  did  cootrac^B 
with  the  said  Andrew  Faulds  and  others  to  serve  them  th^s 
said  Andrew  Faulds  and  others  as  aforesaid^  in  the 
aforesaid,  and  did  afterwards  absent  himself  from  the  9 
service  before  the  time  of  his  said  contract  was  completed 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  several  days  aforesaid  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  and  I  do  therefore  convict  him  the  said  Isaa^ 
Tordoft  of  the  said  offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  im 
that  case  made  and  provided  : 

These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  George 
Kershaw,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  Isaac  Tordoft  to  the^ 
said  house  of  correction  at  Wakefield  aforesaid,  and  to  de-" 
liver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this  warrant*-- 
And  I  do  hereby  command  you  the  said  keeper  to  receive 
the  said  Isaac  Tordoft  into  your  custody  in  the  said  house  otf 
correction,  there  to  remain  and  be  held  to  hard  labour  fo^ 
the  space  of  three  months  from  the  date  hereof^  and  foi 
your  so  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant.  Ad< 
whereas  it  having  appeared  to  me,  upon  the  proofs  and  all 
gations  of  both  the  said  parties  upon  oath  as  aforesaid 
that  no  wages  are  now  or  will  hereafter  become  due  to  the 
said  Isaac  Tordoft  from  the  said  Andrew  Faulds  aud  others 
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luring  the  period  that  the  said  I$aac  Tordqft  will  be  con-        ib44. 
Sned  in  the  said  bouse  of  correction  as  aforesaid^  I  have      'l^^ 
idjudged  and  determined  that  no  wages  are  now  or  will  «. 

bereafter  become  due  to  the  said  Isaac  Tordofi  from  the  Tobooft. 
laid  Andrew  Faulds  and  others  during  the  said  period  that 
ihe  said  l$aac  Tordoft  will  be  confined  in  the  said  house 
df  correction  aforesaid^  I  have  not  made»  and  I  do  not 
make  any  order  to  abate  a  proportionable  part  of  his  wages 
for  and  during  such  period  as  he  shall  be  confined  in  the 
bouse  of  correction  as  aforesaid. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal«  at  the  court  house  in 
Barnsley,  in  the  said  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York, 
Khe  6tb  day  of  March^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1844. 

W.  Betmet  Martin  (l.  s*) 

Bodkm  now  moved  that  the  prisoner  might  be  dis- 
charged. The  warrant  of  commitment  is  founded  on  stat. 
4  Gio.  4,  c.  d4,  s.  3,  which  enacts,  that  if  any  collier  shall 
contract  with  any  person  to  serve  him  for  any  time  or 
times  whatsoever,  or  in  any  other  manner,  and  having 
entered  into  such  service  shall  absent  himself  from  his  ser- 
vice before  the  time  of  his  contract  shall  be  completed,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
or  place  where  he  shall  have  so  contracted,  or  be  employed, 
or  be  found,  upon  complaint  thereof  made  to  him  upon 
oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  his  apprehension,  and  to  ex- 
amine into  the  nature  of  the  complaint,  and  if  it  shall  ap^ 
pear  to  such  justice  that  any  collier  shall  not  have  fulfilled 
SBcb  contract,  to  commit  him  to  the  house  of  correction, 
there  to  be  held  to  bard  labour  for  not  exceeding  three  ca- 
lendar months.  The  instrument  returned  does  not  recite 
a  conviction,  but  is  a  conviction  and  warrant  of  commit- 
ment in  execution  at  the  same  time.  It  must  therefore  be 
construed  with  the  same  strictness  as  a  conviction,  and 
BBiiat  not  only  shew  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  on  the 
face  of  it,  but  also  that  the  prisoner  has  been  legally  con- 
victed of  the  offence  charged,  the  commitment  being  in- 
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tended  by  the  act  to  operate  as  a  conviction ;  Rex  v.  Stof- 
fordsMre  Justices  {a).   Ex  parte  Johnson  {b),  Johnson  v. 
Reid(c),  and  Reg.  v.  Lewis{d).     He  then  proceeded  to  take 
several  objections  to  the  warrant  of  commitment,  but  thft^-s 
only  one  upon  which  the  Court  pronounced  any  opinioi^v 
was  the  following,  viz.  that  it  does  not  appear  from  th^^ 
whole  document  that  the  prisoner  was  present  when  th^^ 
witnesses  against  him  were  examined.    After  reciting  th^ 
information  and  complaint,  the  commitment  goes   on  t^      < 
state,  ^'  and  whereas  the  said  Isaac  Tordoft  hath,  in  pursi^^. 
ance  of  my  warrant  for  that  purpose,  this  day  appeared*  d 
before  me  to  answer  the  said  complaint,  but  hath  n^::^^ 
proved  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  the  complaint  and  charg^^; 
and  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  examined  the  proofs  ancf 
allegations  upon   oath  of  the   said  parties   touching  ihe 
matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and  upon  due  consideration 
had  thereof,  have  adjudged  the  same  to  be  true."    This  is 
quite  consistent  with  the  complaint  on  oath  having  beeo 
beard,  and  the  witnesses  in  support  of  it  examined  in  the 
absence  of  the  prisoner  on  one  day,  and  bis  case  being 
afterwards  gone  into  on  his  appearance  on  a  subsequent 
day.     It  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  mere  averment  that 
the  prisoner  hath  this  day  appeared,  and  hath  not  proved 
that  he  is  not  guilty  of  the  charge,  that  the  witnesses  were 
examined  on  that  occasion  in  his  presence,  and  it  is  con- 
sistent with  the  justice  having  examined  the  proofs  and 
allegations  on  both  sides,  that  he  had  heard  them  at  dif- 
ferent times,  that  of  the  one  party  upon  the  information, 
and  that  of  the  other  upon  his  appearance. 


Fry  and  Huddlestone,  on  the  same  side,  were  sto 
by  the  Court. 


Erk,  E.  Yardleif  and  Overend,  contrd.     It  is  conceded 


(a)  12  East,  572. 

(b)  7  Dow.  702. 


(c)  6  M.  &  W.  124. 

(d)  13L.J.N.S.  M.C.4^. 
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that  this  commitment  is  intended  to  operate  as  a  convic- 
tioUy  and  that  it  does  not  require  any  conviction  to  support 
it.  If  then  a  want  of  jurisdiction  had  appeared  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  it  would  have  been  clearly  bad. 
But  it  diflPers  essentially  from  a  conviction,  and  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  its  validity  that  the  requisitions  of  the  act  have 
been  substantially  complied  with,  and  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justices  appears  on  the  face  of  the  warrant.  Now 
the  act  only  requires  an  information  upon  oath,  a  warrant 
to  apprehend  the  party  charged,  and  an  examination  by  the 
justice  into  the  subject-matter  of  the  complaint.  All  this 
is  stated  in  the  body  of  the  instrument.  But  if  it  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  conviction,  then  the  evidence  also  ought  to 
be  set  out.  This  however  has  never  been  considered 
necessary  in  warrants  of  this  sort ;  see  the  precedent  in 
Chitty's  Bum's  Justice,  vol.  5,  p.  934,  Paley  on  Convic- 
tions, p.  Q36.  The  Court  will  not  construe  them  with 
the  same  strictness  as  convictions.  \^Patteson  J.  It  has 
aever  been  held  that  there  is  any  difference  between  a 
warrant  of  commitment  of  this  sort  and  a  conviction.]  But 
it  is  sufficiently  plain  from  the  terms  of  the  warrant  that  the 
whole  of  the  proceedings  took  place  on  the  same  day;  it  will 
therefore  be  intended  that  the  prisoner  was  present  when  the 
witnesses  in  support  of  the  charge  were  examined.  The 
statement  is  in  eifect  "  the  said  Isaac  Tordojt  hath  this  day 
appeared.  I  have  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations 
upon  oath  of  both  the  said  parties.  I  do  convict."  It  will 
therefore  be  presumed  in  this  case  that  the  evidence  was 
given  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  unless  the  contrary 
appear.  Rex  v.  Baker  (a),  Ilex  v.  Ai}un{b\  Rex  v.  Kemp- 
um(c).  Rex  v.  Thompson{d),  Rex  v.  Sxoalhw{e).  Where  it 
appears  that  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  were  not  on 
the  same  day,  or  it  is  manifest  that  the  evidence  was  not 
given  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  the  conviction  is  bad. 
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Rex  V.  Fipont  (a).     But  that  it  is  not  so  here.     The  casei 
are  all  collected  in  Pale^  on  Convictions,  p.  143,  edition  of 


V.  1838,  and  the  result  of  them  is,  that  where  all  the  proceed- 

ToBDOFT.  ji^^^  1^^^^  taken  place  in  one  day,  and  nothing  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  conviction  to  contradict  the  intendment,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  evidence  was  given  in  the  pri- 
soner's presence  (ft). 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

LfOrd  Dbnman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  delivered  tbe 
judgment  of  the  Court. — The  Court  desired  time  to  con- 
sider one  of  the  objections  preferred  against  the  warrant  of 
commitment  under  which  the  applicant  was  imprisoned. 

His  offence  appears  to  have  been  '*  absenting  himself 
from  the  service  for  which  he  had  contracted,**  under  4Cf«o. 
4,  c.  34,  an  offence  of  which  it  seems  a  party  may  be  duly 
convicted  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself,  which  cos- 
signs  him  to  imprisonment:  Johnson  v.  Reid{c).  It  is  bow- 
ever  necessary  to  the  validity  of  that  course  of  proceeding, 
that  the  warrant  of  commitment  should  show  that  the  msgif- 
trate  has  done  all  that  is  necessary  to  make  the  conviction 
lawful. 

For  the  prisoner  it  was  contended  that  that  cannot  be, 
unless  the  witnesses  against  him  appear  to  have  been  ex- 
amined in  his  presence.  In  this  principle  we  fully  concur; 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  crown  did  not  dispute  it,  but 
argued  that  the  witnesses  against  the  prisoner  do  suffici- 
ently appear  by  the  warrant  to  have  been  examined  in  bis 
presence,  relying  on  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Baher{d\  and  on 
numerous  decisions  which  have  followed  it(f). 

We  have  examined  those  cases,  which  afford  an  example 
of  the  inconvenience  of  departing  from  those  rules  of  pro- 

(a)  2  Burr.  1164.  dence  was  given  in  the  preseoce 

(6)  But  see  the  case  of  H.  v.  of  the  prisoner. 

Selway,  2  Chit.  522.    All  the  cases  (r)  6  M.  &  W.  124, 

referred  to  were  prior  to  the  3  Geo,  (d)  2  Stra.  124. 

4,c.  23.    The  general  form  of  con-  (e)  See  R,  v,  Selmay,  2  C»iit- 

victious  given  by  that  statute  pre-  522. 

scribes  an  allegatioa  that  the  evi- 
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■re  which  are  founded  on  the  principles  of  universal 
ice.  No  possible  mischief^  except  the  escape  of  one 
(Oder  for  a  single  defective  conviction,  could  have  arisen 
B  requiring  a  plain  statement  in  all  summary  convic- 
19  that  the  witnesses  were  examined  in  the  prisoner's 
•eoee.  It  is  remarkable  that  the  statute(a),  which  gives 
most  general  form,  requires  this  statement  to  be  ex- 
ssly  made.  But  equivalents  have  been  admitted,  though 
h  regret,  by  so  many  learned  judges,  that  the  Court  is 
opelled  to  take  the  trouble  of  sifting  the  details  of  each 
iviction,  to  discover  whether  some  words  there  do  not 
KHt  that  essential  fact.  On  minutely  looking  at  the 
guage  of  the  commitment  before  us,  we  do  not  find  that 
t,  but  infer  the  contrary. 

\  complaint  was  previously  made  on  oath  against  the 
loner;  he  was  then  summoned,  and  "did  not  prove 
»elf  not  guilty  of  the  said  complaint  and  charge,"  ac- 
ding  to  the  statement  of  the  magistrate,  who  adds,  "in 
rsuance  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided, 
ave  duly  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  upon  oath 
both  parties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint, 
I  upon  due  consideration  had  thereof"  have  adjudged 
i  determined  the  said  complaint  to  be  true. 
As  the  information  on  oath  was  previously  before  the 
gistrate,  who  states  that  he  required  the  prisoner  to  an- 
er  it  by  proof  that  he  was  not  guilty,  we  think  the 
ural  construction  is  that  no  other  allegation  or  proof 
8  brought  against  the  prisoner.  Consistently  with  the 
itals,  no  nvk  voce  evidence  may  have  been  adduced 
linst  him.  But  if  there  were,  nothing  was  urged  as 
>wing  that  it  was  given  in  his  presence,  except  the  order 
time  in  which  the  proceedings  are  set  forth  in  the  docu- 
nt.  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  none  of  the  cases 
:ided  would  justify  us  in  making  that  presumption.  We 
mot  at  all  accede  to  the  argument  that  this  commitment 
a  distinct  act  from  the  conviction,  which  ought  to  be 
;sumed  good,  though  neither  returned  nor  recited.     If 

(a)  3  Geo.  4,  c.  23,  s.  1. 
z  z  £ 
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guaraotee  was  given  accordiug  to  any  usual  practice  of  the 
defendants,  and  it  certaiolj  was  not  accordii^  lo  tbe  usml 
practice  of  attorneys  generally. 


WioKTMAN  J.  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


April  i7ih.  The  QuEBN  V.  The  InbabitanU  of  Catterau 

conTpIainron     ^^  appeal  to  the  Lancashire  Quarter  Sessions  against  an 

which  a  pauper  order  for  the  removal  of  William  ^uttal  and  child  from 
18  removed  is  » •        /.  -rx  l  »l 

made  by  an      the  township  of  Catteral  to  the  township  of  i/utton^  both 
assistant  over- 
seer, ^tftfre, 
whether  on 
aopeal  against 
toe  order  of 
removal,  the 
sessions  should 
receive  evi- 


in  the  said  county,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a  case. 

The  case  set  out  (among  other  things)  the  complaint  as 
follows  :  ^*  Lancashire  to  wit.     The  information  and  com- 
plaint of  Richard  Raby^  the  assistant  overseer  of  the  poor 
dence  to  shew  ^f  the  township  of  Catteral  in  the  said  county,  taken  upon 
plaint  was        oath  before  us,  &c.>  who  saith,  that  fV.  Nuttal  and  Mar^ 
Ann,  aged  about  fifteen  months,  his  child,  have  come  to 
inhabit  in  the  said  township  of  Catteral,  Scc.i  and  that  th^ 
are  poor  and  actually  chargeable  to  the  said  township  of 
Catteral,  and  that  he  is  informed  and  believes   their  hst 
legal  settlement  is  in  the  townshp  of  Dutton,  in  the  said 
county,  to  which  place  he  desires  an  order  to  remove  them." 
William  Bowin  stated,  ''  I  am  a  farmer  in  the  township 


properly 
autnorised. 

An  exami- 
nation stated, 
*'  the  pauper 
came  to  live 
with  my  father 
as  farm  ser- 
vant, he  was 
not  engaged 
for  any  parti- 


but^rav™atW   ^^  Di'worth  in   this  county,  and  reside  at   a  farm  called 

found  him        Written   Stone.     I   was  married  in  December,    183S.   I 

washing,  W'^ei  at  home  with  my  father  about  a  year  and  a  half  after 

lodging  and       niy  marriage,  when  I  went  to  live  at  the  farm  I  now  reside 

clothes,  for  so  . 

long  a  time  as    at.     My  father's  name  is  also  William  Bowin,  and  he  lives 

pau^rcoiT'*  at  a  farm  at  Dutton,  in  this  county,  called  Gudgeons,  whick 

tinned  in  my  he  has  lived  upon  for  upwards  of  thirty  years.  Belter 
father's  service 

in  that  manner,  without  leaving,  for  more  than  two  years,  during  all  which  time  beli^^ 
and  slept  on  my  father's  farm.  There  never  was  any  other  agreement  come  to  wbilsi^ 
lived  at  home,  but  my  father  found  the  pauper  with  board,  washing,  clothing  and  lodgiflgi 
during  the  said  service." 

Held  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  any  hiring  whatever. 
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than  two  years  before  I  was  married,  the  pauper,  W.  Nuttal,        1844. 

came  to  live  with  my  father  as  a  farm  servant ;  he  was  not 

engaged  for  any  particular  time^  but  my  father  found  him 

in  board,  washing,  lodging  and  clothes  for  so  long  a  time  ^^q^^^j^^ 

as  he  stayed.     The  pauper^   W.  Nuital,  continued  in  my 

Other's  service  in  that  manner,  without  leaving,  from  the 

two  years  before  I  was  married,  until  after  I  left  home  to 

live  at  Written  Stone  Farm;  during  all  which  time  he  lived 

and  slept  in  my  father's  farm  in  Dutton;  and  during  all 

which    time   he  was   a  bachelor.     There  never   was  any 

other  agreement  come  to  whilst  I  lived  at  home;  but  my 

father  found  the  pauper,  W.  Nuttal,  with  board,  washing, 

clothing  and  lodging,  during  the  said  service." 

The  examination  of  the  pauper,  fV.  Nuttall,  stated, 
**  Better  than  two  years  before  the  witness,  W.  Bowin,  was 
married,  I  went  to  his  father's,  W.  Bcwin,  of  Dutton  Farm, 
as  a  farm  servant.  There  was  no  agreement  as  to  the 
length  of  any  service,  but  I  was  found  with  board,  lodging, 
clothing  and  washing  whilst  I  stayed.  I  continued  in  the 
service  from  the  commencement  of  the  time  I  went  until 
the  witness,  fV,  Bowin^  left  home  to  live  at  Written  Stone, 
being  altogether  upwards  of  three  years  and  a  half,  during 
all  which  time  my  said  master,  fV,  Bomn,  found  me  board, 
lodgmg,  clothing  and  washing.     I  slept  at  his  farm,  &c." 

The  principal  grounds  of  appeal  were,  ^^  1.  That  the 
order  is  void,  and  was  made  without  any  complaint  of  or 
by  the  parties  who  by  law  are  authorised  and  required  to 
make  such  complaint ;  2.  That  the  examinations,  on  which 
the  said  order  of  removal  was  made,  were  not  and  are  not 
in  law  sufficient  to  justify  the  making  of  the  said  order; 
S.  That  the  examinations  arc  bad  upon  the  face  of  them, 
and  do  not  state  the  necessary  facts  from  which  it  can,  or 
may,  or  ought  to  be  implied  that  the  said  W.  Nuital  did 
gain  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  as  in  the  said 
examination  pretended ;  4.  That  the  examinations  do  not 
state  or  sufficiently  shew  that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
hiring  and  service,  the  said  W.  Nutial  was  an  unmarried 
person  not  having  a  child  or  children,  as  by  law  required*" 
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When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard«  the  respondents 
oflPered  to  produce  evidence  in  support  of  their  order,  but 
9.  "  the  appellants  objected  that  the  complaint  and  examinatioiii 
^  Caitbiui^^  or  one  of  them,  were  or  was  insufficient,  so  that  the  order 
was  incapable  cf  being  supported  by  any  evidence.  The 
sessions,  after  argument  and  without  hearing  the  evidence, 
offered  to  set  aside  the  order  of  removal  for  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  examinations,  and  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  and 
examinations. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  objections 
taken  by  the  grounds  of  appeal,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
ought  to  have  prevailed,  then  the  order  of  sessions  set- 
ting aside  the  order  of  removal  to  be  confirmed.  If  the 
Court  should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion,  then  the  order  of 
sessions  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of  removal  con- 
firmed. 

tVhigham  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
complaint  by  the  assistant  overseer  was  insufficient.  He 
referred  to  stat.  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  1,  and  stat.  39 
Geo.S,  c.  12,  8.  7,  and  to  Benuet  v.  Edwards  (a).  The 
Court  then  called  on 

Cowling  upon  this  point.  In  Rex  v.  Bedinghum(b)  the 
complaint  was  by  a  single  overseer,  and  it  was  held  suffi- 
cient, because  it  had  in  fact  been  made  with  the  consent  of 
the  other  overseers  and  on  their  behalf.  Again,  it  might 
have  been  one  of  the  assigned  duties  of  the  assistant  over- 
seer, under  stat.  59  Geo,  3,  to  make  such  a  complaint.  A" 
this  might  have  appeared,  if  the  sessions  had  not  rejected 
the  evidence  ofi'ered.  The  appellants  could  not  have  been 
prejudiced,  for  the  respondents  had  adopted  the  complaint, 
so  that  it  would  have  concluded  them ;  Reg  v.  Leomin- 
ster (c). 

(a)  r  B.  &C.  586  ;  5.  C.  1  M.         (6)  6  Q.  B.  653;  S.aante,9S. 
&  R.  582.  (c)  5  Q.  B.  640. 
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fVhigham  as  to  the  other  point.     The  evidence  does  not        ib44. 

shew  any  hiring  whatever.     In  Rex  v.  Witicaunton  (a\  and    J^^'^^C^ 
/  .  ,  .  ....  .  The  QuBBM 

cases  of  the  same  class,  where  a  hiring  for  a  year  has  been  v. 

inferred,  there  has  been  proof  of  some  hiring.     The  pre-  Inhabitants  of 

sent  case  is  precisely  like  Rex  v.  Christ's  Parish  in  York{b)\ 

the  pauper  might  have  left  at  any  time. 

The  Court  then  called  upon^ 

Cowlvig  contrsl.  The  words  in  the  examination,  ''There 
was  never  any  other  agreement  come  to/'  shew  there  was 
some  hiring.  A  general  hiring  is  a  hiring  for  a  year ;  Rex 
V.  Stockbridge  (c). 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — No  obligation  of  any  sort  is 
stated  here ;  there  is  no  hiring  whatever.  The  inference 
of  a  hiring  for  a  year  from  a  general  hiring  is  a  very 
diflPerent  matter. 

Patteson,  Williams  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  Bur.  S.  C.  299.  (c)  Bur.  S.  C.  759. 

(6)  3  B.  &  C.  459;  5.  C.  5  D.  &  R.  314. 


Mary  Evans  t?.  Gwyn,  Clerk.  Tue$dajf, 

^  April  9»rd, 

FROHIBITION.     The  declaration  stated  that  in  Octo-  ^hcre  a  suit 
ber,  1842,  a  citation  was  issued  from  the  Consistory  Court  is  institated  in 

i..,.  r.r^.  ^  .••       the  Spiritual 

of  the  diocese  of  St.  David's,  holden  at  Carmarthen,  citing  Court  for  defa- 

the  said  Evans  to  answer  the  said  Gwyu  in  a  cause  of  ""JJi^^J^n^in- 

defamation  and  slander ;  that  Evans  appeared,  and  Gwyn  ing  both  im- 
putations for 
which  an  action  would  lie,  and  other  imputations  forming  matter  of  ecclesiastical  cogni** 
zance,  if  the  words  are  libelled  together  as  forming  one  charge,  and  the  sentence  appears 
to  proceed  on  all  the  words,  a  prohibition  will  go. 

And  this  although  the  party  aggrieved  by  the  defamatory  words  was  a  clemman ) 
the  rule,  if  it  exists,  that  the  Civil  and  Ecclesiastical  Courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction 
when  a  spiritual  person  is  aggrieved,  applying  only  where  he  is  aggrieved  in  his  eccle^ 
tiastical  character,  as  by  words  spoken  respecting  his  ecclesiasticanninistration. 
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1844.         thereupon  exhibited  his  libel  and  allegatioD  agakist  Evans* 
The  libel  was  then  set  out,  which  charged  that  in  September 
or  October^  1841,  Evans  charged  Gwyn  with  intoxication 
and  indecency ;  and  ^'  that  the  said  Eoans^  speaking  of  and 
meaning  and  intending  the  said  Gwyn,  said,  affirmed  and 
published  several  times,  or  at  least  once,  certain  scandalous, 
opprobrious  and  defamatory  Welch  words,  that  is  to  say, 
(here  followed  the  Welch  words)  which  said  several  Welsh 
words  and  expressions,  being  translated  into  the  Enj^Usii  lan- 
guage, have,  in  their  ordinary  interpretation,  the  foilowiog 
sense  and  meaning  (that  is  to  say,  **  What  time  did  your 
master  come  home  last  night  ?    Was  he  sober  i    The  black- 
guard was  drunk,  he  must  have  been.     He,  on  the  night  be- 
fore, on  his  way  from  Carmarthen,  overtook  me  on  the  h^h 
road,  and  attempted  to  throw  me  and  my  horse  into  the  ditcb; 
also  put  his  hand  under  my  safeguard,  and  then  shoved  it 
up  under  ray  petticoat,  until  it  reached  my  knee.     I  atrock 
him  with  my  whip  and  galloped  oflP.*'  or  words  to  the  like 
tenor  and  effect,  tending  to  injure  the  good  name,  fiame  an<l 
reputation  of  him  the  said  Gwyn,  and  meaning  by  suoti 
words  (amongst  other  things),  that  on  the  said  occasion  tb^ 
said  Gwyn  was  not  sober,  and  that  he  wanted  to  violate  tha« 
person  of  her  the  said  Evam,  or  that  he  otherwise  corB' 
ducted  or  wanted  to  conduct  himself  indecently  or  inconti* 
nently  towards  her." 

The  declaration,  after  stating  that  Gwyn  pleaded  neg^' 
tively  to  the  libel,  and  that  the  cause  was  heard,  set  out  th  ^ 
sentence  of  the  Consistory  Court,  which  decreed  that  tlm^ 
proctor  for  Gwyn  had  "fully  and  sufficiently  proved  h»-* 
intention,  deduced  in  the  libel,"  &c.,  and  that  Evans  "di^*^ 
publish    and  report  several   scandalous,   reproachful    an^     ^ 
defamatory  words  in  the  same  libel  mentioned,"  Sec.     Tli^^^ 
declaration  concluded  with  the  usual  prayer  of  prohibitio^^*^' 
on  the  ground  that  the  Consistory  Court  had  no  jurisdictio-^^'' 
over  the  cause. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Bovill  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  After  sentence  in 
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Ecclesiastical  Court  prohibition  does  not  lie,  unless  there         1B44. 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  to  be  a  want  of 
jurisdiction  :  Full  v.  Hutch%ns{a) ;  Churchwardens  of  Mar- 
ket Bosworth  V.  The  Rector  of  Market  Bosworth(b\  and 
Simnbank  v.  Bradshaw(c).     In  Hart  v.  Marsh  (d)  it  ap- 
peared that  the  Consistory  Coart  had  pronounced  sentence 
upon  articles  exhibited  against  a  clergyman,  declaring  that 
the  said  articles  were  for  the  most  part  sufficiently  proved. 
Some  of  the  articles  contained  charges  cognizable  at  com- 
■son  laW|  and  other  of  the  articles  contained  charges  that 
were  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance.     This  Court  held  that, 
after  sentence,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  bad  proceeded  upon  such  matters  as  were  within  its 
cognizance  :  Carslake  v.  Mapledoram(e).     In  this  case  the 
complaint  is,  that  four  defamatory   charges   were  made 
against  Mr.  Gui^i.     1.  That  he  was  a  blackguard.     2. 
That  he  was  drunk.     3.  That  he  was  indecent     4.  That 
be  committed  an  indecent  assault.     Now,  if  any  of  tbe 
defiamatory  words  were  cognizable  by  the  Temporal  Courts 
only,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  in  prohibition  to  shew 
that  tbe  Ecclesiastical  Court  proceeded  upon  the  whole  of 
tbe  defamatory  words.     But  tbe  sentence  excludes  part  of 
the  words,  for  it  says  that  Evam  did  **  publish  and  report 
several  scandalous,  reproachful  and  defamatory  words  in 
the  said  libel  mentioned ;"  it  does  not  say  *'  the  several 
words  in  the  libel  mentioned."    The  jurisdiction  of  the 
EcGlesiastical  Court  over  the   offence  of  drunkenness  is 
saved  by  stat.  4  Ja.  1,  c.  5,  s.  8.     Even  supposing  that  the 
seoleiice  did  proceed  upon  all  the  words,  it  is  not  clear 
that  an  assault  was  charged  against  Mr.  Gwifn,  for  tbe 
lonueDdo  is,  **  meaning  by  such  words,  among  other  things, 
that  on  the  said  occasion  the  Rev.  T.  B.  Gwyn  was  not 
sober,  and  that  he  wanted  to  violate  the  person  of  her  the 
said   Mary  Evans,  or  that  he  otherwise  conducted,  or 

(a)  3  Cowp.  423.  (d)  5  A,  &  E.  591 ;  S.C.  1  N. 

(6)  1  Ld.  Raym.  4d5»  &  P.  63. 
(c)  Note  (c)  to  French  v.  Traik,         (e)  3  T.  R.  473- 
10  East,  d49. 
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1844.  wanted  to  conduct  himself  indecently  or  incontinently 
towards  her."  The  innuendo  of  the  assault  with  intent, 
and  also  of  the  assault,  is  clearly  too  large  :  West  v. 
Smith  (a). 

But  in  many  cases  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  concur- 
rent jurisdiction,  as  in  drunkenness,  though  they  act  pro 
salute  animse,  in  which  case  *'  proceedings  in  the  Spiritual 
Court  being  altogether  alio  intuitu,  and  not  directed  to  the 
same  objects  as  they  would  be  if  instituted  in  the  Temporal 
Courts  upon  the  same  transaction,  are  not  prohibited  on 
the  ground  that  the  matter  is  cognizable  in  the  Temporal 
Courts."   Lord  Coke  says  "  the  proceedings  of  the  spiritual 
judges  are  for  the  correction  of  the  spiritual  inner  man,  and 
pro  salute  animae  to  enjoin  him  penance  ;  and  the  judges  of 
the  common  law  proceed  to  give  damage  for  the  wrong  and 
injury  done ;  as  if  one  lay  violent  hands  on  a  clerk,  the 
spiritual  judge  pro  salute  animse  shall  enjoin  him  penancei 
and  the  clerk  may  have  his  action  of  battery  and  recover 
damages  for  the  injury  done  him.     2  Inst.  633  :"  Rogers' 
Ecc.  Law,  71 6.     See  also  Roberts  v.  Pain{b);  6  Bac, 
Abr.  596  (7th  edit.).  Prohibition,  (L)  5.      In  Slader  v. 
Sfnallbrooke{c)p  where  a  layman  had  obtained  a  benefice 
by  forged  orders,  it  was  held  that  the  Spiritual  Court  might 
try,  as  the  object  was  deprivation.     In  Evans  v.  Brown  ((/)# 
where  a  woman,  who  had  been  charged  with  incontinence^ 
had    brought   an   action   for  the    words,   alleging    special- 
damage,  and  also  sued  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  this  Cour^ 
denied  prohibition.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.     It  would  no^ 
appear  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  that  there  was  specia'^ 

damage,   so   as    to   make    the  words  actionable    at  law. 

Cranden  v.  Walden{e)  is  thus  reported.  *'  Prohibition,  fo* 
saying  of  a  parson  he  preaches  nothing  but  lies  and  malice 
in  the  pulpit ;  for  these  words  are  actionable  at  commoi^ 
law  :  1  Roll.  Abr.  58,  Drake*s  case,  and  therefore  not  tri 
able  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.     But  a  consultation  w 

(fl)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  703.  (d)  3  Ld.  Raym.  1101. 

(6)  3  Mod.  67.  (e)  3  Uv.  17. 

(c)  1  Lev.  138. 
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granted  for  it,  concerning  an  ecclesiastical  person  and  an 
ecclesiastical  matter — 'tis  fit  to  be  tried  there,  and  'tis  no 
certain  rule  that  a  thing  triable  here  is  not  triable  there ; 
witness  violent  hands  upon  a  parson,  a  pension  by  prescrip- 
tion, &c."  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
Spiritual  Court  in  cases  of  defamation  is  reserved  by  the 
statute  Circumspect^  agatis,  13  Edw.  1,  st.  4,  when  money 
is  not  demanded.] 
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E.  V.  Williams  contrA.  Prohibition  after  sentence  may 
always  be  maintained  where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  exceeded  its 
jurisdiction ;  Com.  Dig.  Prohibition  (D) ;  3  BurrCs  Ecc. 
Law,  398  (9th  edit.),  Prohibition.  In  Harris  v.  Buller  {a) 
it  is  said  by  Sir  W,  Wynne,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  merely 
that  the  words  impute  an  ecclesiastical  offence ;  it  must  be 
an  offence  also  which  will  not  be  punishable  at  common  law. 
If  the  words  are  ''  that  such  a  person  is  a  bawd,"  suit  lies  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court ;  but  if  they  are  "  that  such  a  person 
keeps  a  bawdy  house,"  they  are  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  Court,  because  it  may  be  the  subject  of  indictment ; 
and  though  the  latter  cannot  be  charged  without  charging 
the  other  also  by  inference,  it  has  always  been  held  a  ground 
of  prohibition,  as  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  have  deter- 
mined that  there  can  be  no  suit  for  defamation  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court  when  an  action  would  lie  at  common 
law.  In  2  Burn's  Ecc.  Law,  126  (9th  edit.).  Defamation, 
it  is  said,  **  Words  which  impute  an  offence  cognizable  in  a 
Spiritual  Court,  may  he  punished  in  that  Court.  But  three 
incidents  are  required  in  a  suit  for  spiritual  defamation.  1. 
That  it  concerns  matter  merely  spiritual  and  determinable  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  as  calling  a  person  *'  heretic,  schis- 
matic, adulterer,  fornicator,  &c.  2.  It  ought  to  concern 
matter  merely  spiritual  only,  for  if  such  defamation  touches 
or  concerns  any  thing  determinable  at  the  common  law,  the 
ecclesiastical  judge  shall  not  have  cognizance  pf  it.  ^.  (Je 
(a)  1  Hag.  Cons.  R.  464,  n. 
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1844.  who  is  defamed  cannot  sue  there  for  amends  or  damages, 
but  onl|r  for  the  punishment  of  the  sin  pro  salute  aninue 
and  for  costs.  If,  therefore,  words  for  which  an  action 
would  lie  are  coupled  with  words  which  are  a  spiritual 
defamation,  and  a  suit  is  instituted  in  the  Spiritual  Court 
for  the  whole,  a  prohibition  lies/'  The  above  doctrine  is 
supported  by  ample  authority :  HoUngAead^t  case  (a); 
Lockey  v.  Dangerjield  {b).  [Lord  Denman  C  J«  In  Cam. 
Dig.  Prohibition  (G.  14)|  it  is  said  the  Court  Christian  has 
jurisdiction, ''  though  the  words  import  a  spiritual  crime, 
which  in  some  respect  is  punbhable  by  the  common  Uw,  if 
the  spiritual  jurisdiction  is  not  taken  away,  as  if  be  says,  A. 
keeps  a  bawdy  house;  for  though  it  be  indictable,  the 
Spiritual  Court  has  a  concurrent  jurisdiction.*^  That  is 
not  law.  In  Cwn.  Dig.  Prohibition (6.  14),  it  is  said,  ''if 
part  of  the  words  are  actionable,  a  prohibition  goes  for  the 
whole,  though  the  others  charge  with  a  spiritual  crime,  as 
if  he  says,  you  are  a  whore  and  a  thief."  In  Canlake  y. 
Mapledoram  (c)  the  words  charging  a  past  contagions 
disease  were  not  actionable.  In  this  case  the  words  all 
appear  to  ha?e  been  spoken  on  one  occasion,  and  ^  severar 
evidently  means  ''the  several.*'  In  Hart  v.  Mar$h{d) 
there  were  distinct  articles.  The  Spiritual  Court  vtouU 
have  no  jurisdiction,  even  for  the  imputation  of  drunken- 
ness, unless  applied  to  a  clergyman  in  the  discharge  of  his 
ecclesiastical  functions  :  Cucko  v.  Siarreie). 

BoviU  replied. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — (After  stating  the  pleadings,  kc^^ 
In  the  first  part  of  the  words,  which  are  made  the  subjec^^ 
of  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  the  imputation  is,  tha 
the  complainant  was  a  blackguard,  and  that  he  was  drunk 
but  the  latter  part  is  the  material  part,  imputing  an  attem|] 

(a)  Cro.  Car.  229.  (rf)  5  A.  &  E.  591 ;  5.  C.  1 

(6)  2Str.  1100.  &  P.  68. 

(c)  2  T.  R.  473.  («)  Cro.  Car.  285. 
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»  commit  a  rape,  and  certainly  imputing  an  assault.  It 
ppears  to  have  been  laid  down  in  very  early  timesi  that 
nder  these  circumstances  defamation  is  not  cognizable  by 
le  Spiritual  Court.  Thus  it  is  said  in  FUz.  N.  B.  53  F., 
all  the  justices  are  against  a  consultation  in  a  cause  of 
efamatiou,  because  it  seems  he  may  have  his  action  at 
)mmon  law  for  the  same  defamation."  So  in  Com.  Dig. 
Vohibition  (G.  14),  "  But«  if  a  libel  be  for  words  which 
re  actionable,  a  prohibition  goes,  as  if  they  charged  with 
ilony/'  citing,  among  other  authorities,  the  above  passage 
om  Fitzherbert.  Again,  in  the  next  page  of  Com.  Dig., 
So,  if  part  of  the  words  be  actionable,  a  prohibition  goes 
n  the  whole,  though  the  others  charge  with  a  spiritual 
rime ;  as  if  he  says,  you  are  a  whore  and  thief/' citing,  among 
tber  authorities,  Mellett  v.  Herbert  (a).  Taking  this,  there- 
»re,  to  be  the  usual  rule  of  law,  prohibition  might  clearly 
Ave  been  granted  in  this  case  before  sentence.  Can  then 
le  prohibition  be  granted  now  after  sentence?  This 
spends  upon  whether  it  clearly  appears  that  the  sentence 
as  proceeded  on  all  the  words.  The  sentence  states  that 
^ans  did  publish  '^  several  scandalous,  reproachful  and 
efamatory  words  in  the  said  libel  mentioned."  It  is  said 
lat  **  several"  excludes  some  part  of  the  words  in  the  libel 
lentioned.  If  there  had  been  distinct  articles  of  charge  in 
lis  case,  as  in  Hart  v.  Marsh  (6),  and  the  sentence  had 
Mied  that  they  were  ''  for  the  most  part  sufficiently 
roved,"  as  in  that  case,  we  might,  according  to  that  au- 
lority,  take  the  sentence  distributively,  and  presume  that 
le  words  for  which  there  would  be  a  remedy  at  law  were 
ot  proved.  But  there  is  no  such  force  in  the  word 
several"  in  this  case — it  does  not  say  "  several  of  the 
'ords,"  or  that  "  the  words  for  the  most  part  were  proved." 
tbink,  therefore,  that  the  sentence  proceeds  for  all  the 
'ords.  It  is  quite  necessary  to  limit  jurisdiction  for  such 
cause,  otherwise  Courts  might  maintain  jurisdiction  in  all 
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Evans 
v. 

GWYN. 


(a)  1  Sid.  404. 


(6)  5  A.  &  E.  591 ;  S.  C.  1  N.  &  P.  62. 
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1844.  casesi  by  coupling  matter  out  of  their  jurisdiction  with  some 
matter  within  it.  Our  judgment,  therefore,  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Pattbson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  words 
set  out  in  the  libel  charge  an  offence  cognizable  in  the 
Temporal  Courts.     It  is  said  that  the  only  charge  is  one  of 
drunkenness  and  indecency.     But  the  words  clearly  charge 
an  assault,  and  it  is  certain  that  an  action  of  slander  would 
lie  for  such  words.     It  is  said  that  after  sentence^  at  all 
eventSi  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Spiritual  Court  may  be  sup* 
ported,  as  part  of  the  slander,  at  all  eventSi  was  not  cog- 
nizable in  the  Temporal  Courts.     That  would  be  very  true 
if  the  sentence  applied  only  to  that  part  of  the  slander. 
But  it  is  plain  that  the  article  '*  the"  is  accidentally  left  out 
before  the  word  **  several,"  and  that  the  sentence  proceeds 
upon  all  the  words.     If  that  be  so,  the  case  in  which  it 
appeared  that  from  the  sentence  itself  that  the  charge  had 
been  proved  in  part  only,  does  not  apply.      It  is  clear  that 
prohibition  would  have  been  granted  before  sentence.  Can 
it  be  granted  now?     Full  v.  Hulchins(a)  makes  this  point 
clear.    There  the  libel  was  for  tithes,  and  a  modus  and 
custom  were  set  up^  and  the  Spiritual  Court  inquired  into 
these  and  gave  sentence.     A  prohibition  was  applied  fori 
and  it  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  Spiritual  Court 
had  cognizance  over  the  principal  matter,  and  that  the  other 
matter  had  arisen  incidentally,  but  it  was  not  doubted  that, 
if  the  want  of  jurisdiction  had  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
libel,  the  prohibition  must  have  been   granted,  notwith- 
standing the  sentence.     Here  it  does  appear  after  sentence 
that  the  Spiritual  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

It  is  said  how  that  in  some  cases  the  Spiritual  and  the 
Temporal  Courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction.  If  it  were 
necessary  to  consider  Crandeu  v.  Walden  (6),  I  might 
require   time   for   the   purpose.     But  the  case  is  by  Q,C| 

(a)  2  Cowp.  4««.  (b)  3  Lev,  17^ 
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means  the  same,  for  there  the  words  related  to  the  clergy- 
man in  the  exercise  of  his  office.  In  that  case  both  the 
person  and  the  matter  were  ecclesiastical.  Here  the 
matter  is  not  ecclesiastical.  I  can  tind  no  other  case 
where  it  has  been  held  that  there  was  concurrent  jurisdic* 
tion. 


Williams  J. — It  is  not,  as  I  understand  the  argument, 
contended  that  prohibition  may  not  go  where  the  jurisdic- 
tion is  exceeded,  whether  before  or  after  sentence,  but  it  is 
contended  that  sentence  shifts  the  presumption  as  to  juris- 
diction. It  is  asked,  do  the  words  in  the  libel  impute  an 
assault?  There  can  be  no  question  on  that.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  you  can  sever  those  words  from  the 
rest.  It  is  said  that  you  may,  because  the  charge  is  limited 
by  the  innuendo.  But  I  think  we  must  take  the  libel  and 
the  sentence  together,  that  all  the  words  were  the  founda- 
tion of  the  sentence.  It  is  said  that  *'  several"  must  mean 
part  of  the  words.  But  the  judgment  slates  that  the 
proctor  for  Gwyn  has  proved  his  '*  intention.*'  That,  of 
course,  does  not  mean  "  animus,"  but  the  charge.  If  so, 
the  Spiritual  Court  has  passed  sentence  as  to  something 
over  which  they  had  no  jurisdiction. 

WiGHTMAN  J. — It  is  clear  that  in  general  the  Spiritual 
Courts  have  not  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  civil  in 
matters  of  defamation.  It  is  true  that  there  are  cases  where 
the  slander  is  spiritual,  as  in  Cranden  v.  WaldeN(a).  It  is 
said  here  that  the  innuendo  makes  the  words  cognizable  only 
in  the  Spiritual  Court.  But  it  is  only  part  of  the  innuendo 
to  which  any  such  effect  can  be  attributed  ;  the  rest  of  the 
innuendo  indicates  an  offence  cognizable  in  the  Temporal 
Courts.  I  think  the  sentence  is  to  be  taken  as  applicable 
to  "  the"  several  defamatory  words.  If  some  of  the  words 
were  not  cognizable  in  the  Spiritual  Courts,  and  the  sen- 
tence proceeded  upon  all,  I  think  the  prohibition  ought  to 

(a)  3  Lev.  17. 
youh — P'M'  3  a 
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go  OD  the  authorities  cited,  and  also  od  the  authority  of 
the  Afionymous  case  in  3  Mod.  (a). 

Judgmeut  for  the  plaintiff. 
(•)  P.  74. 


Lawbs  and  another  v.  Shaw  (6). 

debtVn'^li''"''^  Debt  on  bond.    The  bond  was  set  out  on  oyer,  and 

money  bond,  purported  to  be  the  joint  and  several  bond  of  the  defendant 

breaches  bavo  Shaw,  James  Clark,  and  other  obligors,  given  to  the  plain- 

^K***!S^*^  tiffs  as  registrars  of  the  (^ourt  of  Bankruptcy.     The  con- 

catiou,  and  dition  recited,   that   Clark  had   been   chosen   an  official 

then°»X're^  assignee,  and  that  the  defendant  and  the  other  obligors  had 

judgment  by  agreed  to  become  sureties  for  the  due  performance  of  that 

Qss^nment^of  ^^c®  ^y  !*""#  ^"^  was,  **  that  the  said  James  Clark  should 

breaches  is  well  and  truly  perform  all  the  duties  of  the  said  office," 

awritofin-  required  by  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  under  which  the  court 

^"**7  ™jy  ^    was  constituted,  or  any  other  statute,  file.,  "  or  required  by 
executed 

ihereupoii,        any  rule  or  regulation  made  or  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of 

the  ordinary      j|,g  first-nientioncd  statute,  &c.;"  that  he  should  faithful!) 
course  of  '         '  •' 

strikingoutthe  execute  all  trusts  reposed  or  to  be  reposed  in  him  as  such 

sequent^io^the  assignee,  or,  in  case  of  default,  pay  to  the  chief  registrar, 

declaration       for  the  uses  therein  specified,  such  sum  or  sums  as  should 

and  suggest-  •  •      . 

ine  breaches      be  chargeable  upon  him  in  respect  of  such  default ;  or  that 

being  only  defendant  and  the  other  sureties  should  severally  make 
a  practice  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

adopted  for  good  to  the  chief  registrar  all  defaults  in  such  payments  lo 
Lmvenienre.     ^''^  several  amounts  for  which  they  had  agreed  to  become 

Tlie  Lord      sureties. 
Chancellor 

ITdlTr  l"&  ^^*^  (^^  Decided  in  Michaelmas  Vacation  (December  5th). 

miL  4,  c.  66, 

directing  each  official  assignee  of  the  Ck>urt  of  Bankruptcy  to  pay  into  tlie  Bank  of 
Kngland  ull  such  sums  of  money  as  should  come  to  his  hands  as  soon  as  they  should 
amount  to  100/.,  and  to  state,  nnumg  other  particulars,  "  the  name  and  dcscnption  of 
the  bankrupt  or  bankrupts  fo  whom  the  money  belonged.*'  Held,  ihnt,  uiidfir  il"* 
order,  an  omcial  assignee  is  hound  to  pay  into  the  bank  as  soon  as  the  monets  in  hi^ 
hands  from  several  estates  amount  in  the  whole  to  100/. 
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Plea,  performance  of  the  duties,  &c.,  and  payment  of        1844. 
the  sums  as  set  out  in  the  condition  (following  its  words). 

Replication,  that  by  a  rule  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
in  pursuance  of  the  statute  before  mentioned  (1st  Sep-  Shaw. 
tember,  1836),  it  was  ordered  that  each  official  assignee 
should  pay  into  the  Bank  of  England,  to  the  credit  of  the 
accountant  in  bankruptcy,  all  such  sums  of  money  as 
should  come  to  his  hands  as  soon  as  they  should  amount 
to  100/.,  and  at  the  time  of  paying  such  moneys  should 
state  in  writing,  delivered  therewith  to  the  Bank  of  England, 
the  date  and  amount  of  the  payment,  the  name  and  de- 
scription of  the  bankrupt  or  bankrupts  to  whom  the 
money  belonged  (with  other  particulars)  (a).  That  divers 
sums  of  money  were  paid  to  Clark^  an  official  assignee,  on 
account  of  estates  of  bankrupts  above  the  sum  of  100/. 
on  each  of  the  said  estates  respectively ;  that  Clark  did  not 
pay  in  the  said  moneys  at  the  Bank  of  England  ;  and  that 
neither  Clark  nor  the  sureties  made  good  the  default,  &c. 
The  replication  then  assigned  breaches  as  follows : 

''  And,  for  assigning  a  further  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  the  plaintiffs  say 
that,  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  in  the  condition,''  8cc., 
"  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  after  the  making  of 
the  said  rule,  &c.,  and  while  the  said  rule,  8cc.,  continued 
in  full  force  and  effect,  and  whilst  the  said  James  Clark 
was  and  continued  official  assignee,  8cc.,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  divers  large 
sums  of  money  were  paid  to  the  said  J.  Clark  as  such 
official  assignee  as  aforesaid,  on  account  of  divers  estates  of 
divers  persons,  who  had  theretofore  respectively  become 
bankrupts,  and  had  been  declared  bankrupts  under  certain 
commissions  of  bankrupt,  and  fiats  issued  against  them, 
which  said  last-mentioned  sums  of  money  amounted  in  the 
whole  to  a  sum  of  money  over  and  above  the  sum  of  100/., 

(fl)  See  the  order  in  2  Nf<int.  &  Avrlon,  Law  and  Practice  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, 853,  2nd  edition. 
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to  wit,  the  sum  of  7700/. ;  and  the  said  last-mentioned  sum 
of  money  had  been  paid  to,  and  had  come  to,  and  then  was, 
at  one  time,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  m 
the  hands  of  the  said  J.  Clarke  an  official  assignee  of  the 
said  several  estates  last  aforesaid  ;  yet  the  said  J.  Clark 
did  not  nor  w*ould  at  any  time  pay  the  said  last-mentioned 
moneys  into  the  Bank  of  England,  but  kept  and  detained 
the  said  moneys  so  received  and  held  by  him  at  one  time  as 
aforesaid,  as  official  assignee  as  aforesaid,  to  an  amount 
beyond  the  sum  of  100/.,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  in  this 
breach  mentioned,  in  his  hands,  to  wit,  from  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid  until  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th 
day  of  April,  a.d.  1841,  when  the  said  J.  Clark  resigned 
his  said  office  as  official  assignee  of  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy.*' That  the  said  last-mentioned  sum  continued 
and  continues  in  the  hands  of  the  said  J.  Clark.  That, 
although  the  said  J.  Clark  made  default  as  aforesaid,  yet 
he  hath  never  at  any  time  since  the  said  last-mentioned 
default  paid  to  the  chief  registrar  of  the  said  court  of  bank* 
ruptcy,  or  to  any  other  person,  the  said  last-mentioned 
moneys,  or  any  part  thereof,  although  he  was  afterwards  duly 
requested  so  to  do ;  nor  hath  the  defendant,  nor  have  the 
other  sureties,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  made  good  the 
default  to  any  amount  to  the  chief  registrar,  or  repaid  to 
him  any  part  of  the  said  moneys,  although,  &c.  (averment 
of  notice  and  request) ;  and  the  said  moneys  in  this  breach 
mentioned  still  remain  due  and  unpaid,  contrary  to  the 
tenor,  &c.,  of  the  said  condition,  &c."  Verification.  There 
were  also  other  breaches  not  here  set  out. 

The  defendant  having  rejoined  specially,  the  plaintiffs 
demurred;  the  defendant  then  withdrew  his  rejoinder. 
Judgment  by  default.  The  plaintiffs  then  sued  out  a  writ 
of  inquiry  of  damages;  the  writ  set  out  the  pleadings  above 
abstracted,  concluding  with  the  replication,  and  com* 
manded  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  jury  to  inquire  into  the 
truth  of  the  said  breaches,  and  to  assess  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  the  breaches. 

The  inquiry  was  executed  before   Wightman  J.  at  the 
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sittiDgs  in  Middlesex  after  Hilary  Tcrnii  1843,  when  the 
jury  awarded  the  plaintiffs  999/*  I65.  damages  on  the 
second  breach,  and  \s.  on  each  of  the  others. 

In  the  following  term  Crompton  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  writ  of  inquiry  and  all  proceedings  thereon, 
for  irregularity,  with  costs,  or  for  a  new  inquiry,  or  to  reduce 
the  damages  on  the  second  breach  to  U.  The  principal 
grounds  of  the  motion  were,  1.  That  the  defendant  having 
failed  to  rejoin,  all  the  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  plea 
ought  to  have  been  struck  out,  and  breaches  assigned  under 
Stat.  8  8c  9  Will.  3,  c.  1 1,  as  if  there  had  been  judgment  for 
want  of  a  plea,  and  that  the  breaches  were  improperly 
assigned  in  the  replication.  2.  That  the  Lord  Chancellor*s 
order  had  been  improperly  construed  on  the  inquiry,  as  if  it 
was  necessary  for  the  otlicial  assignee  to  pay  in  whenever 
he  bad  received  a  sum  amounting  to  100/.  from  several 
estates  together,  whereas  it  was  only  intended  that  he 
should  pay  in  whenever  the  sum  amounted  to  100/.  on  any 
particular  estate. 

lu  Michaelmas  Term,  1844, 

Piatt  and  W,  H.  Watson  shewed  cause  {a).     The  cases 
cited  as  to  the  first  point  were,  Petrie  v.  Fitzroy{b),  Gains^ 
ford  v.  Griffith  (c).  Parkins  v.   Ilawkeshaw  (rf),   Quin  v. 
King  (e),  Cutler  v.  Sontherne  {f ),  Roberts  v.  Mariett  (g). 
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Crompton  and  CUasby  contr^. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  a  writ  of 
inquiry  for  irregularity,  or  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a 
new  trial,  or  to  reduce  the  damages  on  the  second  breach 


(a)  November  22,  before  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.,  Williams,  Cole- 
ridge and  Wightman  Js. 

(6)  5  T.  II.  152. 

(c)  1  Wqi8.  Saund.  58,  6th  ed. 


{(!)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  381. 
(e)  1  M.  &  W.  48  !  S.  C.  Tyr. 
&  G.  407. 
(/)  1  Wms.  Saund.  116,  note  S. 
(g)  2  Wms.  Saund.  187. 
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1844.  to  Is.  The  nature  and  validity  of  the  objectionik  will  be 
be»t  considered  by  adverting  with  some  particularity  to  the 
state  of  the  record,  in  order  that  it  may  be  distinctly  seen 

Shaw.        ^(mi  ^33  i}^^  subject  of  the  inquiry,  and  in  respect  of 
what  damages  were  asaesaed.     The  declaration  is  in  debt 
upon  a  common  money  bond,  from  which,  together  vrith 
the  condition,  being  set  out  upon  oyer,  it  appears  that  the 
bond  was  entered  into  by  the  defendant  and  others  for  the 
due  performance  of  the  duty  of  official  assignee  by  Clark, 
to  which  office  the  said  Ctark  had  been  appointed.     The 
defendant,  therefore,  pleads  performance  generally  by  the 
said  Clark.      The  plaintiff,  in   his  replication,  assigned 
several  breaches,  the  first  and  sixth  alleging  the  receipt  by 
Clark  of  divers  large  sums  of  money,  and  a  failure  by 
him  ill  paying  over  the  same  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  bond.     The  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of 
a  rejoinder,  and  caused  a  writ  of  inquiry  to   be  issued, 
reciting  all  the  pleadings  down  to  the  end  of  the  replicatiosi 
in   which   the   breaches   were  assigned,    and   stating  the 
default  of   the   defendant   in   not  answering   the   maters 
alleged  in  the  replication,  although  a  day  was  given  for  the 
purpose,  and  the  interlocutory  judgment  upon  such  default, 
and  concluding  in  the  usual  form. 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  proceedings  as  sliewu 
by  the  writ  were  irregular,  and  that  none  of  the  pleadings 
subsequent  to  the  declaration  should  have  been  stated;  and 
that  when   the   plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a 
rejoinder,  both  plea  and  replication  were  to  be  struck  out, 
and  the  judgment  was  to  be  treated  as  a  judgment  for  want 
of  a  plea,  and  not  for  want  of  a  rejoinder,  and  that  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  enter  a  suggestion  of  breaches  after  his 
judgment  by  default,  the  previous  assignment  of  breaches 
in  the  replication  being  a  mere  nullity ;  and  he  relied  upon 
the  case  of  Petrie  v.  Fitzroy  (a).     We  are,  however,  oi 
opinion  that  there  is  no  weight  in  the  objection,  and  titft 
wherever  the  nature  of  the  case  requires  that  the  previous 

(a)  5  T.  K.  152. 
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pleadings  down  to  the  default  should  appear  upon  the  1844. 
record,  they  ought  to  be  entered ;  and  that  it  is  only  as  a 
rule  of  convenience  and  to  save  expense,  that  in  ordinary 
caseS;  where  the  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  declaration 
have  become  useless,  they  are  not  entered  on  the  roll. 
This  is  the  distinction  taken  in  the  case  of  Petrie  v. 
Fiizroy(a),  relied  upon  by  the  defendant,  but  which  is 
really  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  statute  8  8c  9  Will.  3,  c.  1 1,  s.  8,  obliged  the  plain- 
tiff either  to  assign  or  suggest  breaches.  He  might  have 
done  so  in  his  declaration,  but  did  not,  and  was  conse- 
quently bound  to  assign  breaches  in  his  replication,  if  the 
defendant  pleaded,  and  to  suggest  them  if  the  defendant 
suffered  judgment  without  pleading.  The  defendant 
pleaded  performance,  and  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication 
assigned  breaches  as  he  was  bound  to  do,  to  which  breaches 
the  defendant  admits  he  has  no  answer,  but  suffers  judg- 
ment. The  plaintiff  would  not  be  at  liberty  to  waive 
the  breaches  so  assigned,  to  which  the  defendant  might 
have  an  answer,  and  therefore  it  is  essential,  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  case,  that  the  previous  pleadings  down  to  the 
default  should  appear  upon  the  record.  Upon  this  point 
the  case  of  Walker  v.  Priestley  (b),  though  it  has  been 
overruled  in  other  respects,  is  an  authority.  It  was  there 
considered  by  the  Court,  that  in  debt  on  bond  for  the  per- 
formance of  covenants,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  per- 
formance, and  the  plaintiff  assigned  breaches,  to  which  the 
defendant  did  not  rejoin,  the  plaintiff  could  not  waive  the 
breaches  which  were  entered  on  the  rolls,  but  might  take 
judgment  for  want  of  a  rejoinder.  The  course  pursued  by 
the  plaintiff  appears  to  us  not  only  to  be  the  convenient 
but  the  proper  course,  and  fully  authorised  by  the  cases  of 
Petrie  V.  Fitzroy{a)y  and  Walker  v.  Priestley  (J)). 

It  was  also  objected,  that,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  Lord  Chancellqr's  order,  which  is  set 
forth  in  the  first  breach  assigned  in  the  replication,  the  said 
(a)  5  T.  R.  158.  (6)  1  Com.  Rep.  376. 
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1B44.  The  wordH  on  which  we  have  had  some  doubt,  are  those 

'^-^^'^      which  charge  the  Duke  with  corrupt  conduct  as  a  magis- 

Tlic  IKike  of   trate.    The  denial  of  the  charge  is  certainly  most  complete. 

Mablro-      Bui  ^g  can  find  no  instance  where  words  spoken  have 
aouoH.  ... 

been  held  ground  of  criminal  information,  unless  where 

they  have  been  spoken  at  a  time  when  the  magistrate  has 
been  in  actual  execution  of  his  office.     The  Court  does 
interfere  in  such  cases,  because  the  words  amount  to  an 
obstruction  of  the  course  of  justice.     In  such  cases  the 
magistrate  may  undoubtedly  treat  the  matter  as  a  contempt, 
but  in  my  opinion  it  is  more  convenient  that  he  should  call 
for  the  interposition  of  this  Court.    There  is  no  decision 
that  this  Court  will   interfere  merely  because  the  words 
spoken  apply  to  a  magistrate  in  his  judicial  capacity.     Mr. 
Starkie,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Slander  and  Libel, 
published  in  1830 (a),  after  stating  that  defamatory  words 
spoken  of  magistrates  in  their  absence,  and  not  relating  to 
the  execution  of  their  office,  are  not  indictable,  adds, ''  But 
the  case  might  fall  under  a  very  different  consideration,  if  a 
magistrate  were  to  be  charged  with  some  specific  act  of 
oppression  or  corruption  in   his  judicial  capacity.**    But 
this  passage  is  not  founded  upon  any  authorities ;  the  Soli- 
citor General   has   not  referred  to  any  authorities  which 
support  the  proposition,  nor  do  I  believe  that  any  can  be 
found.     We  could  not  grant  this  information  without  cre- 
ating a  precedent,  and  we  ought  not  to  do  so  without  seeing 
that  the  law  of  the  land  will  justify  us  in  it.     There  is 
another  reason  why  this  Court  should  be  unwilling  to  treat 
mere  words  as  the  subject  of  an  information.     There  i? 
much  uncertainty  in  the  proof  of  mere  words,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  they  are  uttered  may  afford  much 
room  for  qualifying  or  explaining  them.     We  could  not 
interfere  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  without  setting  an 
example  which  might  lead  to  much  inconvenience,  and 


(a)  2cl  vol.  p.  199  (3d  ed.). 
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without  inducing  a  lengthened  inquiry,  which  would  end  in         1844. 

nothing  satisfactory.  ^^n-^^ 

Ex  parte 
The  Duke  of 

Pattbson,  Williams  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred.        Marlio- 


Rule  refused. 


ROUGH. 


Friday, 
April  26th, 

H„„,,„„^        c.  Understate 

ERBERT  r.  SayeR.  Gea  4,  c  16, 

Assumpsit  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange^  i  &  2  WiU.i, 

drawn  by  Thomas  Spence,  on  the  9th  June,  1842,  for  30/.,  ^-  ^^>  ^'  l^>  "^ 
''  r        '  .  person  who 

payable   three  months  after  date,  indorsed   by  Spence  to  has  been  twice 

Thomas  Rogers,  and  by  Rogers  to  the  plaintiff.  SS hTs"^ 

Plea  4  (which  led  to  an  issue  in  fact,  but  a  reference  to  certificates, 

which  is  necessary  to  make  the  material  pleas  intelligible)  paid  i5f.  in 

sUted,  that  defendant  accepted  the  bill  at  the  request  of  ^^«  P^^^^*  . 

*  .  ...        ^^y  maintain 

SptHce,  and  without  ever  havmg  received  any  consideration  an  action  in 

Of  value  whatever  for  his  acceptance,  and  for  the  accom-  1^^*^^^  yf^ 

modation  of  Spence,  and  in  order  that  be  might  deposit  the  since  his  last 

same  with  Rogers  as  a  collateral  security  as  after  mentioned,  i^^^  j,),  ^^\g/ 

and  for  no  other  purpose  whatever;  that  after  defendant  nees interfere. 
,  .  .    w  o  •    ,  ,  SoAeWinthe 

bad  80  accepted,  to  wit,  9th  June,  1842,  opemre  indorsed  Exchequer 

and  delivered  the  bill  to  Rogers,  and  Rogers  tov !;  and  re-  Chamber,  re- 

®  °  versing  the 

ceived  the  same  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  pu}  nient  of  judgment  in 

the  sum  of  25/.  then  due  to  Rogers,  as  the  balance  of  a      n^u  in  o. 

certain  other  bill  of  exchange  for  50/.  then  in  his  posses-  B.,  in  an  ac- 

sioD,  and  of  which  he  was  the  indorsee  and  holder,  to  wit,  jndon^  of  a 

a  bill  drawn  by  Spence  upon  and  accepted  by  one  Foster.  *>J**  ^f  ®^". 

.  .      change  against 

at  three  months,  payable  to  Spence's  order,  and  which  bill  the  acceptor, 

Spence  indorsed  to  one  Baher,  who  indorsed  the  same  to  ^^^^^t^*^ 
Rogers,  the  residue  of  the  last  mentioned  bill,  to  wit,  25L  the  bill  was 
having  been  paid  to  Rogers  by  the  said  Sperue  before  the  5bew!commo- 

dation  of  the 
drawer,  to  be  by  him  deposited  with  R.  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  due  from  the 
drawer  to  R,;  that  before  the  bill  became  due,  the  drawer  paid  off  the  debt,  and  that 
R.  afterwards  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  iu  order  that  the  plaintifl^  colluding  with  JR., 
might  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  as  trustee  for  R. ;  that  the  plea  was  in  excuse,  and 
DOI  in  dlKharge^  so  that  de  injuiili  was  a  good  replication. 
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indorsement  to  Rogers  of  the  bill  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  that  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
delivered  to  and  received  by  Rogers  for  such  purpose  as  in 
this  plea  mentioned,  and  no  other  purpose  or  consideration 
or  value  whatsoever.     That  after  Rogers  had  taken  and 
received  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentionedi  and  whilst 
the  same  was  in  his  custody  and  possession,  and  before  the 
same  had  become  due  or  payable,  to  wit,  Oth  July,  1842, 
Spence  paid  to  Rogers,  who  then  accepted  and  received  the 
same,  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  15/.,  in  part  payment 
of  the  said  balance  of  2ol.,  then  remaining  due  and  payable 
to  Rogers  on  the  bill  for  501.;  and  then  there  remained 
due  in  respect  of  the  last  mentioned  bill  a  certain  small 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  10/.  and  no  more.    That  afterwards, 
and  whilst  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  in  the 
custody  and   possession  of  Rogers  for  such  purpose  as 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  same  had  become  due  or  payable, 
to  wit,   1st  September,  1842,  Spetice  tendered  and  offered 
to  Rogers  a  certain  sum  of  money  as  and  being  the  balance 
then  remaining  due  on  or  in  respect  of  the  bill  for  50/.  and 
also  for  or  in  respect  of  any  interest  or  damages  which 
might  have  accrued  or  could  be  claimed  by  Rogers  on  or 
in  respect  of  the  last  mentioned   bill,  to  wit,  1 1/.,  which 
last  mentioned  sum  was  the  full  amount  to  which  Rogeti 
was  at  the  time  of  the  said  tender  entitled  upon  or  in  re- 
spect of  the  bill  for  50/.,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which 
the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  deposited  with 
Rogers  as  in  this  plea  aforesaid  ;  and  which  tender  and  offer 
of  Spence,  Rogers  then  wholly  refused  to  accept  or  receive, 
and  then  wrongfully  kept  and  detained  the  bill  in  the  de* 
claration   mentioned,  and  wholly  refused  to  deliver  up  the 
same  either  to  Spence  or  defendant,  or  any  other  person, 
although  he  was  then,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  requested  by  Spence 
and  defendant  so  to  do.     That  after  the  tender  had  been 
so  made  to  and  refused  by  Rogers,  and  after  Rogers  had  so 
wrongfully  refused  to  deliver  up  the  bill,  to  wit,  &c.,  Rogers 
indorsed  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  plaintiff^ 
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and  plaintiflf  then  took  and  received  the  bill  in  the  declara-        1844. 
tion  mentioned,  with   full  knowledge  and  notice  of  the 
premises.     Verification. 

Plea  6.  That  defendant  accepted  the  bill  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned  for  the  accommodation  of  Spence,  and  with- 
out ever  having  received  an^^  consideration  or  value  for  the 
acceptance  thereof,  and  for  the  purpose  and  in  the  manner 
and  form  as  in  the  fourth  plea  above  alleged ;  that  Spence 
deposited  the  bill  with  Rogers,  who  received  the  same  for 
the  purpose  and  in  the  manner  in  the  fourth  plea  in  that 
behalf  alleged^  and  for  no  other  purpose,  consideration  or 
value  whatever.  That  Spence  paid  to  Rogers  the  sum  of 
money  in  the  fourth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  to  wit, 
15/.,  in  part  payment  of  the  said  balance  of  £5/.,  in  manner 
and  form  as  and  at  the  time  in  the  fourth  plea  alleged. 
That  Spence  tendered  and  offered  to  Rogers  the  said  sum 
of  money  in  the  fourth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  being 
the  balance  remaining  due  to  him  upon  and  in  respect  of 
the  bill  for  50/.  in  the  fourth  plea  mentioned,  at  the  time 
therein  mentioned,  which  said  sum  Rogers  then  wholly  re- 
fused to  accept,  as  in  the  fourth  plea  mentioned,  and  then 
refused  to  deliver  up  and  wrongfully  detained  the  bill  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
fourth  plea  in  that  behalf  alleged.  That  after  the  said 
tender  to  and  refusal  by  Rogers,  and  after  his  said  refusal 
to  deliver  up  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  in  the 
fourth  plea  alleged,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  Rogers  indorsed  the 
bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  piaintiif,  with  intent 
and  in  order  to  cheat  and  defraud  defendant  of  the  amount 
thereof,  by  plaintiff's  suing  defendant  upon  the  same,  as  a 
mere  trustee  for  Rogers,  and  forcing  and  compelling  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  bill  without  the  plaintiff's  having  any 
beneficial  interest  in  the  same ;  and  plaintiff  then  took,  had 
and  received  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  with  the 
same  intent  and  purpose,  and  he  and  Rogers  then  conspired 
and  colluded  together  to  cheat  and  defraud  defendant  of 
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1844.        the  amount  of  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  by  the 
means  aforesaid.    Verification. 

Replication :  de  injuria. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  matters 
of  defence  do  not  merely  amount  to  an  excuse,  but  shew 
that  defendant  never  was  liable  to  perform  his  promise,  and 
never  was  liable  to  pay  plaintiff;  and  that  therefore  the 
replication  de  injuria  is  inappropriate,  and  that  the  replica- 
tion is  multifarious. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Plea  7.  That  before  and  on  March  1st,  1830,  and  thence 
to  the  suing  out  of  the  commission  of  bankrupt  after  men- 
tioned, plaintiff  was  a  trader,  subject  to  the  statutes  then 
in  force  concerning  bankrupts,  &c.  The  plea  then  averred 
a  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
down  to  the  commission,  which  was  dated  the  iOth  March, 
1830,  and  on  the  plaintiff's  certificate,  which  was  dated 
the  14th  May,  1830.  That  afterwards,  and  after  tbe  passing 
of  a  certain  act,  Sec.  (Bankruptcy  Court  Act,  I  &  2  Will.  4» 
c.  56),  and  before  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action,  and 
thence  until  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  after  mentioned,  plaintiff 
was  a  trader,  file.  The  plea  then  averred  a  second  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  plaintiff,  and  proceedings  thereon  down  to 
the  fiat,  which  was  dated  the  ^th  August,  1839;  an  ap- 
pointment of  the  official  assignee,  one  Cannan,  dated  £l8t 
August,  1839|  appointment  of  the  creditors' assignee,  one 
Pare,  dated  30th  August,  18399  &Dd  acceptance  by  the 
latter;  also  a  certificate,  dated  the  21st  November,  1839; 
that  the  estate  of  plaintiff,  under  the  said  fiat,  did  not  pro- 
duce, nor  has  yet  produced,  sufficient  to  pay  every  creditor 
under  the  fiat  155.  in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  their 
respective  debts  proved  under  the  fiat ;  and  none  of  the 
said  creditors  has  as  yet  received  155.  in  the  pound  on  the 
amount  of  their  said  debts.  That  the  bill  of  exchange  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  was  indorsed  to  plaintiff,  and  the 
cause  and  causes  of  action  thereon  accrued  to  him  after 
the  said  signing  and  allowing  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
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certifictte,  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  statute  iu  such 
case,  &c«y  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  the  sum  of  money  therein  claimed  and  demanded,  are 
vested  in  the  said  Pare  and  Caiman^  as  such  assignees 
under  the  said  fiaty  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
that  case,  &c.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that,  although  the 
bill  of  exchange  distinctly  appears  to  be  after-acquired  pro- 
perty,  that  is  to  say,  indorsed  to  plaintiff,  and  the  cause 
ind  causes  of  action  therein  accrued  to  him  after  the  alleged 
iigning  and  allowance  of  the  last  mentioned  certificate,  yet 
it  does  not  appear  that  Pare  and  Catuian,  or  either  of  them, 
hath  ever  interfered  with  plaintiff  in,  about  or  in  respect  of 
the  cause  or  causes  of  action  thereon,  nor  that  they  have 
brought  any  action  upon  the  bill,  or  taken  any  legal  or 
other  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  thereof, 
or  any  part  thereof;  but  it  is  consistent  with  the  allegation 
in  the  plea,  that  plaintiff  may  sue  for  the  same  either  in 
his  own  right  for  his  own  benefit,  or  as  trustee  for  the 
assignees  under  the  fiat. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  last  (May  2), 
by  G.  Atkinson  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Willes  for  the 
defendant  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vnlt. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  in  the  following  vacation  (May  17)* 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: — The 
replication  to  the  sixth  plea  in  this  case  being  dc  injuriil, 
the  question  is  raised  whether  that  plea  discloses  matter  in 
excuse  or  in  discharge. 

In  the  case  of  Salter  v.  Purchell{b),  the  same  question 
was  raised,  but  under  circumstances  so  unlike  the  present, 
that  the  case  affords  no  guide  to  us. 


(rt)  Before  Lord  Denmnn  C  J. 
Palteson  and  Williams  Js. 


(0)  1  Q.  B.  209,  ill  Excli.  Ch. 
reversin|j;  Purchell  v.  Salter^  I  Q. 
B.  197;  S.C.  1  G.  &D.689. 
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1844.  The  case  of  Humphreys  v.  0*Connell{a)  is  more  like  the 

present,  where  the  plea  was  held  to  be  in  excuse.     But 


liCRBEKT 


Sayer. 


V.  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Cragg  {b)  still  more  resembles  the 

present,  and  there  also  the  plea  was  considered  to  be  in 
excuse.  Parke  B.  there  says,  ^'  The  breach  is  that  the 
defendant  did  not  pay  the  plaintiff:  the  plea  in  truth  says, 
I  admit  1  never  did  pay  the  plaintiff,  because  he  was  the 
holder  of  the  bill  under  such  circumstances  that  he  was 
not  entitled  to  be  paid;  it  is  like  the  case  of  Isaac  v. 
Farreric)." 

In  the  present  case  the  plea  shews  nothing  illegal  in  the 
bill  originally ;  it  shews  that  the  defendant  accepted  it  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  drawer  Spence,  to  enable  him  to 
deposit  it  with  one  Rogers,  as  a  collateral  security  for  a. 
debt  due  to  Rogers  from  Spence;  that  Rogers  took  it  ou 
those  terms ;  that  Spence,  before  the  bill  became  due,  paid 
Rogers  part  of  that  debt  and  tendered  the  residue ;  that 
Rogers  refused  to  receive  the  money  tendered,  kept  the 
bill,  and  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  mere  trustee, 
Rogers  and  the  plaintiff  conspiring  and  colluding  to  cheat 
the  defendant.    These  averments  are  said  to  shew  illegality 
in  regard  to  the  bill,  but  in  truth  they  amount  to  little  more 
than  a  statement  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  bill  with  know* 
ledge  of  the  circumstances,  and  without  giving  any  coih 
sideration  for  it. 

The  matter  therefore  stands  thus ;  that  the  bill  was  origi- 
nally given  to  Rogers,  but  not  to  be  enforced  under  certain 
circumstances;  that  these  circumstances  occurred  before 
the  bill  became  due,  and  that  Rogers,  knowing  he  could 
not  enforce  the  bill,  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he 
might  attempt  to  do  so,  for  hiafRogers's,  benefit  If  Rogen 
had  been  the  plaintiff,  the  direct  transaction  with  him  might 
perhaps  have  been  matter  of  discharge ;  but  as  the  plaintiff 
is  a  stranger  to  the  defendant,  and  primft  facie  there  is  a 
promise  in  law  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  arising 

(a)  7  M.  «c  W.  370.        (6)  10  M.  &  W.  367,        (r)  8  M.  &  W.  6|3. 
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out  of  the  indorsement  of  the  bill,  the  plea  which  discloses  i844. 
transactions  with  the  former  holder,  Rogers,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  plaintiff  took  the  bill  from 
him,  amounts  only  to  an  excuse  for  not  performing  to  the 
plaintiff  that  primd  facie  promise,  and  the  replication  de 
injuria  is  good. 

The  seventh  plea  in  this  case  states,  that  the  plaintiff 
has  been  bankrupt  twice,  and  obtained  his  certificate  each 
time,  but  that  his  estate  under  the  second  bankruptcy  has 
not  paid  155.  in  the  pound,  and  that  the  bill  was  indorsed 
to  him  after  his  second  certificate.  To  this  there  is  a 
special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff's  assignee  had  interfered,  and  that  it  is 
consistent  with  the  plea  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  suing 
either  in  his  own  right  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignee. 
It  is  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  he  has  a  right  to  sue, 
unless  his  assignee  interferes,  and  that  the  allegation  of 
such  interference  should  be  made  by  the  defendant  in  order 
to  defeat  the  action.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand, 
contends  that  the  law  passes  the  interest  in  the  bill  to  the 
assignee,  who  can  sue  on  it  in  his  own  name,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  shew  that  the  assignee  has  relinquished 
bis  right  to  do  so. 

The  case  of  Young  v.  Rishworth  (a)  is  a  direct  authority 
in  favour  of  this  plea.  The  effect  of  that  decision  is  said 
by  Parke  B.  in  Fyson  v.  Chambers  (6)  to  be,  that  the  plea 
is  prim&  facie  an  answer  to  the  action,  and  that  the  facts  of 
plaintiff  being  a  mere  trustee,  or  having  the  assent  of  his 
assignee,  ought  to  be  replied ;  and  the  case  of  Fyson  v. 
Chambers  (6),  which  recites  that  a  mere  wrongdoer  canuot 
in  trover  set  up  the  title  of  the  assignees,  was  distinguished 
by  the  Court.  Whether  it  be  in  truth  distinguishable,  or 
be  contrary  to  Young  v.  Rishworth  (a),  we  will  not  now 
elaborately  discuss ;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  are  satis- 
fied with  the  decision  in  Young  v.  Rishworih(a),  and  that 

(a)  8  A.  &  E.  470 ;  S.  C.  3  N.  &  P.  685.  (*)  9  M.  &  W.  460. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M.  3  B 
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1844.        it  18  80  directly  in  point  that  we  think  the  defendtot  entitled 
to  our  judgment  upon  this  plea. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  will  be  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  replication  to  the  sixth  plea,  and  for  the  defendant 
on  the  seventh  plea. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  replication  to  sixth  plea. 
For  defendant  on  seventh  plea. 

Error  having  been  brought  by  the  plaintiff  on  this  judg- 
menty  the  case  was  argued  (a)  in  Michaelmas  Vacatioa 
last,  by 

Erie  for  the  plaintiff,  and 

Byles  Serjt*  for  the  defendant. 

Cur.  adv.  vtUU 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Coart 
as  follows :— -The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  a  de- 
murrer to  the  defendant's  last  plea,  on  which  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendant; 
and  on  that  judgment  a  writ  of  error  had  been  brought 

The  action  was  at  the  suit  of  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  against  the  acceptor;  and  the  plea  was,  in  sub- 
stance, that  before  the  indorsement  the  plaintiff  bad  twice 
become  a  bankrupt ;  that  a  commission  issued  against  hinii 
under  which  he  had  obtained  his  certificate,  and  afterwards 
a  fiat,  under  which  also  he  had  obtained  his  certificate,  but 
that  his  estate  under  the  fiat  had  not  been  suflScient  to  pay 
each  creditor  1 5s.  in  the  pound;  that  the  bill  of  exchange 
was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  after  the  allowance  of  the  last 
certificate,  whereby  the  cause  of  action  on  the  bill  was 
vested  in  the  assignees  under  the  fiat. 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  assigning  special 

(a)  Before  Tindal  C.  J.,  CoUman^  Erskine  and  Maulc  Js.,  and  Alder' 
son,  Gitmey  and  "Rolfc  Bs. 
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causeSi  including  the  main  objection,  which  however  would 
arise  on  general  demurrer ;  and  that  objection  is,  that  the 
plea  is  bad  because  it  does  not  state  that  the  assignees 
under  the  fiat,  or  either  of  them,  had  interfered,  or  required 
the  defendant  to  pay  them  the  amount  of  the  bill. 

The  point  to  be  considered  and  decided  is  of  great  im« 
portance;  it  relates  to  the  right  of  a  bankrupt  twice  certi- 
ficated, and  who  has  not  paid  \5s.  in  the  pound;  to  after- 
acquired  property,  such  as  the  bill  for  which  he  sues.  And 
the  question  is,  whether  he  has  a  good  right  to  such  pro- 
perty against  the  parties  to  the  bill  and  all  the  world, 
except  the  assignees,  or  no  right  whatever,  so  that  he  could 
not  sue  at  all  upon  the  bill. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  he  has  a  good  right,  except  as 
against  the  assignees ;  and  as  the  plea  docs  not  state  that 
they  have  interfered,  it  does  not  contain  a  complete  defence. 
And  to  this  conclusion  we  have  come,  as  well  upon  the 
authorities  as  upon  the  reason  and  convenience  of  the  prin- 
ciple which  they  establish. 

In  the  first  place,  a  bankrupt  in  this  condition  is,  we 
think,  in  the  same  situation  with  respect  to  property  ac- 
quired after  a  second  certificate^  as  an  uncertificated  bank- 
rupt was  with  respect  to  property  acquired  after  the  assign- 
ment before  the  recent  statutes. 

By  Stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  127,  which  provides  for  the 
after-acquired  property  of  a  bankrupt  twice  certificated,  it 
is  enacted,  that  the  future  estate  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt 
(except  tools,  &c.)  shall  vest  in  the  assignees  under  the 
commission,  '^  who  shall  be  entitled  to  seize  the  same  in 
like  manner  as  they  might  have  seized  property  of  which 
such  bankrupt  was  possessed  at  the  issuing  the  commis- 
sion." Such  effects,  by  the  former  statute  5  Geo.  2,  c.  30, 
s.  9,  were  only  liable  to  the  execution  of  a  creditor.  The 
effect  of  this  section  is  to  put  such  future  property  on  the 
same  footing  as  future  property  under  the  assignment. 
The  operation  of  the  assignment  is  by  stat.  G  Geo,  4,  c.  \G, 
s.  63,  which  provides  that  the  commissioners  are  to  assign 
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1844.  to  the  assignees  all  present  and  future  personal  estate  of 
such  bankrupt,  and  all  property  which  he  may  purchase, 
or  which  may  revert,  descend,  be  devised  or  bequeathed,  or 

Sater.  come  to  him,  before  he  shall  have  obtained  his  certificate,  and 
all  debts  due  or  to  be  due  to  him,  as  fully  as  if  the  assurance, 
whereby  they  are  secured,  had  been  made  to  such  assignees ; 
and  after  such  assignment,  neither  the  bankrupt  nor  any 
person  claiming  through  or  under  him,  shall  have  power  to 
recover  the  same ;  but  the  assignees  shall  have  like  remedy 
to  recover  the  same  that  the  bankrupt  might  have  had  if  he 
had  not  been  adjudged  bankrupt.  By  stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4^ 
c.  56,  8.  25,  the  estate  becomes  vested  to  the  same  extent 
in  the  assignees  by  virtue  of  their  appointment,  without 
any  deed  of  assignment* 

By  the  operation  of  these  statutes^  the  future  property^ 
of  the  bankrupt,  after  a  second  certificate,  becomes  vested 
in  the  assignees  by  the  mere  appointment,  in  the  same  waT^ 
as  future  property,  acquired  after  the  assignment  and  before 
a  certificate.  But  under  the  prior  statutes,  and  by  virtue 
of  the  construction  put  upon  them  by  the  Courts,  the 
assignment  in  like  manner  vested  property  acquired  before 
the  certificate  in  the  assignees. 

Under  stat.  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  4,  s.  1,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, &c.  might  order  the  bankrupt's  goods  and  debts  to 
be  assigned  to  creditors.  This  was  followed  by  stat.  15 
Eliz.  c.  7,  s.  2,  which  directs  an  assignment  by  deed,  and 
section  1 1  of  which  directs  that  lands  and  goods,  acquired 
before  the  creditors  are  paid,  shall  be  bargained,  sold,  de- 
livered and  used  for  the  payment  of  creditors,  in  the  same 
way  as  other  lands  and  goods  which  he  had  when  he  was 
declared  to  be  bankrupt.  Then  followed  stat.  1  Jac,  \, 
c.  15,  s.  13,  which,  reciting  the  insufiiciency  of  the  powers 
given  to  the  commissioners  touching  debts  due  to  bank- 
rupts, enacts  that  they  shall  have  power  to  grant  debts,  due 
or  to  be  due,  to  the  use  of  the  creditors,  and  that  the  same 
grant  or  assignment  shall  so  vest  the  property  of  the  debt 
or  debts  in  the  persons  to  whom  they  are  assigned,  as  fiill; 
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to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  the  contract,  whereof  such 
debts  shall  arise  or  grow,  were  made  with  the  said  person 
or  persons;  and  the  bankrupt  shall  afterwards  have  no 
power  to  recover  the  same ;  using  the  same  language  which 
is  found  almost  verbatim  in  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  \6,  s.  63. 
Statute  5  Ann.  c.  22,  s.  4,  directs  the  commissioners  to 
assign  to  the  assignees  the  bankrupt*s  estate  and  eflfects ; 
and  the  clause  is  copied  by  stat.  5  Geo.  2,  c.  SO,  s.  26. 

The  construction  put  upon  these  statutes  has  been,  that 
all  future  property,  as  well  as  present,  passed  by  the  origi- 
nal assignment  by  the  commissioners  to  the  assignees. 
This  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Kitchen  v.  Bartsch{a),  in 
which  all  the  authorities  were  reviewed. 

The  new  Bankrupt  Statute,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  63,  ap- 
pears to  us  only  to  enact  in  express  terms,  that  which  was 
law  by  the  construction  of  the  Courts  before,  viz.  that  the 
assignment  conveyed  future  property  acquired  before  the 
certificate ;  and,  consequently,  whatever  right  an  uncertifi- 
cated bankrupt  had  before  that  statute  in  after- acquired 
property,  an  uncertificated  bankrupt  has  still,  and  a  twice 
certificated  bankrupt,  where  the  estate  does  not  pay  \5s., 
is  in  the  same  position ;  and  this  was  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  Fyson  v.  Chambers  (A). 

The  remaining  question  then  is,  what  was  the  right  of 
an  uncertificated  bankrupt  to  after-acquired  property,  before 
the  recent  statutes. 

The  leading  case  on  this  subject  is  Fowler  v.  Down{c), 
where  it  was  laid  down  that  the  bankrupt  has  a  right  to 
such  property  against  every  body  but  the  assignees,  and 
that  it  was  not  competent  for  a  stranger  to  dispute  his  title. 
That  was  an  action  of  trover,  not  for  goods  which  had 
been  in  the  bankrupt's  possession,  but  which  were  in  the 
defendant's  hands  and  transferred  to  the  bankrupt  by  the 
owner  for  a  valuable  consideration.  The  case  therefore 
was  not  decided  on  the  ground  that  actual  possession  gives 
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a  title  as  against  a  wrongdoer,  but  op  the  principle  tbtt  tb^ 
bankrupt  bad  a  special  property,  a  title  of  his  owp»  wttbout 
actual  possession.  It  is  true  that  in  giving  judgoient.  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Ej/re  supposes  that  a  pew  assignment  to  the 
assignees,  of  after-acqiiired  property,  was  necessary  to  give 
them  a  title^  which  is  incorrect;  but  Uiat  is  qo|  the  sole 
ground  on  which  he  rests  th^  casei  nor  do  the  oth^r  judg^ 
rely  i|pon  it.  It  is  also  to  be  remark^d^  tbftt  ^e  cas^  of 
AMey  V.  KeU{a)  was  mistakenly  cited  by  BuUer  J.(i)i  as 
biding  an  authority  for  th^  above-mentioned  position,  wbiiBh 
it  is  not,  as  it  is  clear,  that,  und^r  sUt*  ^  ^^*  9#  c.  30,  the 
future  effects  of  a  bankrupt  who  has  twice  obMiU^d  bb 
certificate  and  does  pot  pity  Idf*  in  the  pound,  do  pot  pass 
to  his  assignees.  But  the  point  decided  w^s  expressly 
sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Webb  v.  Fox(c)^^^ 

and  prior  to  these  cases.  Lord  Kenyon  b^d  decided  a  sipiilai ' 

point  in  the  case  of  Laroch^  v.  Wakeman(d),  where  an  i^ii 

certificated  bankrupt  bad  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  who*-^ 
maintained  trover;  and  in  the  case  of  KiUhai  v.  Partsfih{e]^^ 
it  was  considered  as  established.  The  same  doctrine  w^is 
held  by  Gibbs  C.  J.  in  Cwnming  v.  Roebuck {f),  whp  de- 
cided that  the  plaintiff,  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  could 
sue  for  the  non-acceptance  of  goods  under  a  contract  \iyitb 
him,  if  the  assignees  did  not  interfere ;  for  he  considered 
he  might  sue  as  their  trustee.  In  Ex  parte  Cartiuright  (g), 
Lord  Eldon  treated  the  doctrine  as  fully  established ;  so 
much  so,  that  he  seems  to  have  thought  a  commission 
might  be  supported  on  his  petition,  if  the  assignees  did  not 
interfere.  And,  finally,  in  Drayton  y.  Dale{h),  all  the 
judges  of  the  King's  Bench  recognised  this  principle, 
though  some  of  them  put  the  case  also  on  the  ground  of 
estoppel. 


(fl)  d  Str.  1207. 
(Jf)  la  Fowkr  v.  Down,  1  B.  & 
P.  48. 

(c)  7  T.  U.  391. 

{d)  1  Pcake's  N.  P.  C.  140. 

(c)  7T.  tt.S91. 


W)  Holt's  N.  P.  0.  179. 

ig)  2  Rose's  Ca.  Ba.  230. 

(h)  2  B.  &  C.  293.  See  Chip- 
pendale V.  Tomlinsorif  1  Cooke*s  B. 
Laws,  428  (8th  ed.). 
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Such  are  the  authorities  in  favour  of  the  right  of  an  un-        1844. 
certificated  bankrupt  against  all  but  his  assignees;   and     HEKBEar 
certainly  this  has  been  treated  as  a  well  known  principlei  v. 

in  this  branch  of  law,  perfectly  well  established  for  a  long  ^^^^' 
series  of  years.  On  the  other  side,  the  case  of  Young  v. 
RisbmoTth  (a)  is  cited,  and  was  that  on  which  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  relied  in  the  decision  of  the  present  case. 
There  the  Court  decided  that  sectiou  127  of  stat.  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16,  was  retrospective,  so  as  to  operate  on  a  bankrupt 
who  had  obtained  one  certificate  before  the  statute,  a  point 
to  which  the  principal  attention  of  the  Court  was  directed ; 
but  they  also  decided  that,  where  there  was  a  second  certi- 
ficate, the  plaintiff's  bankruptcy  was  a  bar ;  probably  on 
the  ground  that  section  127  of  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  l6,  vesting 
the  right  of  action  in  the  assignees,  distinguished  this  case 
from  that  of  an  action  by  an  uncertificated  bankrupt.  But 
the  reasons  for  that  part  of  the  judgment  are  not  assigned. 
If  that  conjecture  is  right,  we  think  that  ground  is  untena- 
ble, as  we  have  before  given  our  opinion,  that  the  rights  of 
the  bankrupt  are  the  same  in  both  cases.  In  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  on  the  argument  of  Fyson  v.  Chambers  (6), 
and  on  the  argument  of  this  case  before  us,  it  was  suggested 
that  Young  v.  Rishworih  (a)  was  distinguishable,  because 
it  was  not  averred  in  the  plea  that  the  money  sought  to  be 
recovered  was  after-acquired  property ;  and  also  that  the 
plea  was  prim&  facie  an  answer,  and  that  if  the  assignees 
bad  permitted  the  bankrupt  to  act  on  their  behalf,  such  fact 
ought  to  have  been  replied ;  and  that  the  case  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  decided  ou  one  or  both  of  these  grounds. 
Upon  consideration,  we  think  that  it  cannot  be  supported 
upon  either;  but  that  not  only  the  weight  of  authority,  but 
reason  and  convenience,  are  in  favour  of  the  right  of  the 
bankrupt  to  sue. 

All  future  property  and  contracts  vest  in  the  assignees^ 
by  the  words  of  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  ss.  63,  127,  and  by 

(«)  8  A.  &  E.  470;  S.  C.  3  N.  &  P.  585.         (6)  9  M.  &  W,  460. 
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1844.  the  construction  put  by  the  Courts  on  the  words  of  the 
older  statutes.  But  there  must  be  property  in  the  bank- 
rupt or  contracts  with  him  before  such  property  or  contracts 
can  vest  in  the  assignees.  The  effect  of  the  statutory 
enactments  may  be,  either  to  transfer  immediately  such 
property  or  contracts  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  assigneesi 
vesting  the  property  in  the  bankrupt  for  such  an  instant 
only,  or  to  give  the  assignees  the  beneficial  interest,  and  to 
make  the  bankrupt  acquire  property  or  contract  for  their 
benefit  only,  in  the  nature  of  an  agent.  The  cases  accord 
with  the  latter  construction  of  the  statute,  and  it  is  most 
consistent  with  convenience ;  for  otherwise  there  would  be 
no  protection  to  persons  dealing  with  an  uncertificated  bank- 
rupt. Not  only  would  they  acquire  no  title  by  purchases 
from  him,  but  payments  for  such  purposes,  and  for  all  other 
debts  due  to  the  uncertificated  bankrupt,  would  be  invali- 
dated. The  legislature,  by  several  statutes,  have  protected 
all  payments  by  and  to,  and  all  dealings  and  transactions 
with  the  bankrupt,  bon&  fide  made  or  entered  into  without 
notice  of  the  bankruptcy  before  the  fiat;  but  there  is  no 
provision  by  the  statute  law  for  such  payments,  dealings  or 
transactions,  after  the  fiat ;  and  the  only  way  by  which  they 
can  be  rendered  valid,  and  great  confusion,  inconvenience 
and  hardship  prevented,  is  by  adopting  the  latter  construc- 
tion, and  holding  that  the  bankrupt  acquires  property  and 
contracts  for  the  assignees,  who  may,  whenever  they  please, 
disaffirm  his  act,  but  until  they  do  so,  his  acts  are  all  valid. 
If  then  an  uncertificated  bankrupt  contracts  on  behalf  of 
and  for  the  benefit  of  his  assignee?,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that 
he  may  sue  on  such  contracts  in  his  own  name ;  and  it  is 
no  plea  that  the  property  is  vested  in,  or  the  contract  made 
for,  the  benefit  of  the  assignees,  unless  it  contains  an  aver- 
ment that  they  have  interfered,  and  desired  the  defendant 
to  pay  to  them,  any  more  than  it  would  be  a  defence  to  an 
action  by  a  factor,  broker,  or  agent  for  another,  to  plead 
that  the  property  belonged  to,  or  the  contract  was  made  by 
the  plaintiff,  fur  his  principal.    Such  a  plea,  to  be  a  good 


EASTER  TERM,  VII  VICT, 

answer,  must  aver  that  the  principal  has  interfered,  or  dis« 
close  some  other  ground  of  defence. 

We  think,  therefore,  for  the  reasons  which,  on  account 
of  the  great  importance  of  the  case,  we  have  given  at  some 
length,  the  plea  is  bad  for  not  stating,  as  was  done  in  that 
in  Kitchen  v.  Bartsch  (a),  that  the  assignees  had  interfered 
and  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  them,  and  we  all 
think  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  judgment 
given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  to  the  last  plea. 
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Judgment  reversed. 


(a)  7  East,  53. 


The  Queen  v.  Dunn  and  Bennett.  Wednetday^ 

MayQth. 
In  Trinity  Term  last  (June  10)  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Where  an 
town  council  of  Lichfield  to  shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  mentof money 
should  not  issue  to  remove  two  orders,  directing  certain  out  of  a  bo- 
payments  to  be  made  out  of  the  funds  of  that  borough,  was  brought  up 

made  absolute  (6).  ^y^^^^^^^» 

^     uiT.  ,      ,  rw,         ,        ,i.T  X  .         .,.  under  7  WUL 

in  Michaelmas  Term  last  (Nov.  18)  a  rule,  callmg  upon  4  &  l  Vict. 

**  the  prosecutors"  to  shew  cause  why  the  orders  above  ^'  a    uashcd 

mentioned  should  not  be  quashed,  ^'  with  costs  to  be  paid  with  costs,  the 

by  the  prosecutors  to  the  defendants  or  their  attorney,"  was  j^de' when 

made  absolute,  no  cause  being  shewn.  the  quashing 

In  Hilary  Term  last  a  rule  was  obtained,  calling  upon  vvho  is  to  be 

Charles  Simpson,  and  thirteen  others,  to  shew  cause  why  chai^  with 

^      '  '     ,  /   the  costs  as 

writs  of  attachment  should  not  issue  against  them  for  their  << prosecutor'' 

or  the  order, 
{b)  See  the  case  reported  antBy  p.  491.  and  the  name 

of  such  party 
should  be  inserted  with  the  rule. 
Where  this  practice  had  not  been  followed,  and  a  rule  for  quashing  such  orders  was 
merely  drawn  up  with  costs  *^  to  be  paid  by  the  prosecutors/'  without  naming  them,  the 
Court  refused,  on  motion  by  the  party  who  had  obtained  the  rule  for  quashins,  to  issue 
attachment  against  certain  persons  who  had  made  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  certio* 
ran,  and  placed  themselves,  according  to  the  argument  of  the  party  moving,  in  the 
position  of  ''  prosecutors''  of  the  orders  quashed. 
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1844.        contempt  in  not  paying  the  above  costs^  pursuant  to  the 
last  mentioned  rule,  and  allocatur  thereon. 

The  rule  for  an  attachment  was  drawn  up  on  reading 
the  affidavit  of  Alfred  Egginton,  as  attorney  of  the  above 
named  defendants  (jDtntit  and  Bennett),  stating  that  the 
rule  of  Michaelmas  Term  last  and  the  allocatur  had  been 
served  upon  the  fourteen  persons  who  were  called  upon  to 
shew  cause  against  the  attachment,  and  who  were  called 
''  the  prosecutors''  in  the  affidavit,  and  also  upon  reading 
affidavits  made  by  the  said  fourteen  persons  and  others 
in  Trinity  Term  last,  in  opposition  to  the  rule  nisi  for  the 
certiorari. 

In  opposition  to  this  rule,  Simpson  stated  that  he  neven 
had  been  a  member  of  the  borough  council,  but  was  only 
the  town  clerk  and  solicitor  to  the  corporation  and  counciL 
That  at  a  quarterly  meeting*  of  the  council  on  the  8th  May^ 
last,  it  was  resolved  by  the  council  in  their  official  capacity^ 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  that  the  deponent  as  suclp 
town  clerk  and  solicitor  should  adopt  the  necessary  pro- 
ceedings to  shew  cause  against  the  rule  nisi  for  the  certio- 
rari ;  and  that  the  common  seal  was  duly  affixed  to  a  copy" 
of  the  resolution ;  in  pursuance  of  which  he  had  caused 
affidavits   to  be   prepared   and  counsel  to  be  instructed 
against  that  rule ;  and  that  counsel  did  appear  accordingly 
on  behalf  of  the  council  in  their  collective  official  capacity. 
Some  of  the  remaining  thirteen  persons  against  whom  this 
rule  nisi  for  an  attachment  had  issued,  deposed  that  they 
had  never  acted  in  the  making  of  the  orders  of  council 
except  officially,  and  that  they  had  never  instructed  counsel 
against  the  rule  except  officially  and  in  the  council's  behalf, 
and  that  if  compelled  to  pay  the  costs  personally  they  were 
not  aware  of  any  means  whereby  they  might  recover  the 
amount  from  the  corporation  or  from  the  town  council, 
unless  through  the  interposition  of  this  Courts  making  an 
order  on  the  council  to  pay  out  of  the  borough  fund.     The 
other  parties  selected  as  prosecutors  made  affidavit  to  a 
similar  or  nearly  similar  effect;  one  deposed  that  he  was 
not  a  member  of  the  council  at  the  time  when  the  order 
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was  made.  And  several  of  the  deponents  also  stated  that 
Mr.  £gginton,  the  solicitor  of  Messrs.  Dtmn  and  Bennett 
as  aforesaid,  well  knew  at  the  time  when  he  made  his  affi- 
davit in  support  of  the  rule  nisi  that  none  of  them  were  in- 
dividually the  prosecutors,  but  that  the  council  of  the  city, 
i^tiog  on  behalf  of  the  body  corporate  of  the  city,  were  the 
pnly  prosecutors,  and  that  Mr.  Dunu  was  a  councillor  and 
had  attended  meetings  of  the  council. 

Erie  and  TV.  R.  Cole  now  shewed  cause  on  behalf  of 
Simpson  and  seven  other  defendants.  Sir  jP.  Thesiger  S.  Q. 
for  th^  other  six.  The  applicants  proceeding  under  7  WilL 
4  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  44,  cannot  treat  these  individuals  as 
prosecutors,  that  is,  as  the  parties  who  sought  to  enforce 
the  orders  quashed  on  certiorari,  the  only  substantial  ground 
shewn  being  that  they  joined  in  affidavits  against  the  rule. 
The  party  which  really  sought  to  enforce  the  order,  as  well 
as  contested  the  rule,  was  the  town  council  representing 
the  corporation,  and  if  the  town  council  have  improperly 
incurred  costs  they  may  be  called  on  to  pay  them  as  a  body. 
[Patteson  J.  The  town  council  is  not  a  corporation,  and 
it  would  seem  to  follow  from  this  argument,  that  where  a 
person  interested  in  the  borough  fund,  like  the  defend- 
ants Dunn  and  Bennett^  obtains  a  .certiorari,  and  causes 
orders  by  which  the  fund  has  been  misapplied  to  be  quashed, 
the  borough  fund  must  pay  the  costs  incurred  through  such 
misapplication.]  At  all  events,  parties  are  joined  here  who 
were  not  even  members  of  the  council  when  the  orders 
were  made ;  and  to  select  persons  as  prosecutors  merely 
because  they  joined  in  affidavits  against  the  rule,  is  in 
reality  nothing  but  to  select  them  arbitrarily.  If  the  result 
is,  that  the  parties  obtaining  the  certiorari  have  to  pay  their 
own  costs,  that  cannot  be  remedied,  the  prosecutors  not 
having  been  properly  ascertained.  Restitution  of  the 
money  cannot  be  ordered  :  Reg.  v.  The  Mayor,  ^c.  of 
Bridgewater  {a),  Reg,  v.  Paramore  (i). 

(a)  10  A.  &  E.  281 ;  S.  C.  2  P.  &  D.  558.        (b)  10  A.  &  E.  286. 
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1844.  ^'  ^'  ^^  contrA.     It  is  true  that  no  person  is  expressly 

pointed  out  as  liable  for  costs  by  7  Will.  4  and  I  Fict.  c. 
78,  8.  44.  But  they  are  left  to  the  '*  judgment"  and  '^  dis- 
cretion" of  the  Court,  and  will,  therefore,  be  awarded 
according  to  the  view  which  the  Court  takes  of  the  concern 
which  individuals  have  taken  in  procuring  the  orders  com- 
plained  of,  and  resisting  the  attempt  to  invalidate  them ; 
this  will  appear  by  the  affidavits,  and  the  Court  htfs  often 
ordered  costs  to  be  paid  by  persons  whose  liabilities  aj 
peared  on  the  affidavits.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  referred 
Reg.  V.  Greene  (a),  as  containing  the  established  practice. 
In  this  case,  the  majority  of  the  council  who  made  thi 


order  complained  of  are  justly  saddled  with  the  costs  toe 
which  they  are  liable  personally,  if  at  all ;  for  the  council-^, 
not  being  a  corporation,  cannot  be  made  collectively  a  pro- 
secutor for  this  purpose. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — It  is  to  be  regretted  that  tfa^ 
practice  of  the  Crown  Office  was  not  brought  to  the  notii 
of  the  Court  at  an  earlier  stage  of  these  proceedings.  Tha^C: 
practice  appears  to  be,  that  where  no  prosecutor  appear^^ 
in  a  sufficiently  definite  character  on  the  face  of  the  pro—* 
ceedings,  the  Court  «hould  decide  who  should  be  deemed^ 
the  prosecutor.     It  could  not  be  admissible,  that  the  party^ 
moving  to  quash  the  orders  should  select  whom  he  pleased, 
to  fix  with  the  costs  of  opposition.     The  oversight  cannot 
now  be  remedied. 

Patteson  J. — There  is  considerable  difficulty  in  the 
application  of  this  act  of  parliament  to  particular  cases. 
We  ought  to  have  exercised  the  discretion  which  it  gives  us 
at  the  time  when  we  directed  the  orders  to  be  quashed,  but 
our  attention  was  not  then  called  to  the  point.  And  now 
we  are  desired  to  impose  the  payment  on  parties,  not 
selected  by  ourselves  in  our  judgment  and  discretion,  but, 
in  point  of  fact,  arbitrarily  chosen  by  the  successful  party. 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  646. 
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Williams  J. — Generally  speaking,  the  party  opposing 
I  rule  is  the  party  liable  for  costs  when  the  rule  is  success- 
'ully  maintained.  But  it  does  not  appear  in  the  present 
:ase  who  that  party  was;  a  difficulty  which  might  have  been 
;ot  over,  had  the  party  who  made  the  rule  absolute  directed 
>ur  attention  at  the  time  to  the  circumstances  on  which  our 
udgment  was  to  depend,  but  which  cannot  be  got  over  now 
>y  bis  merely  selecting  certain  individuals. 
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1844. 
The  Queen 

V. 
DVNV. 


WiOHTMAN  J.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  v.  Kino,  Emily  A.  Birch,  Anna  D. 

Phillips  and  Augusta  Ann  Birch.  Tuesday, 

May  7th. 

I^HIS  was  an  indictment  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  ^mi^thatan 
.  .  indictment 

For  conspiracy.  charging  the 

The  indictment  stated  that  William  Henry  King,  Emily  defendanu 

iim  Birch,  Anna  Dorcas  Phillips,  and  Augusta  Ann  Birch,  together  to 

>n  the  1st  day  of  November  in   the  fifth  year,  &c.,  with  defraud ctrtain 

brce  and  arms  at.  Sec.,  did  unlawfully  combine,  conspire,  subjects  of  the 

sonfederate  and  agree  together,  to  cheat  and  defraud  certain  tradesmen^'of 

lege  subjects  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  being  tradesmen,  of  goods  and 

livers  large  quantities  of  their  goods  and  chattels.     7hat  sufficient,  with- 

hc  said  JEmily  Ann  Birch  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  out  naming  the 
^  .,  o  ,. ,   •  ^    .  ..  tradesmen,  or 

ind  year  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  did  m  pursuance  of  the  said  alleging  overt 

acts. 
An  indictment,  after  charging  as  above,  proceeded  to  allege  that  A.,  one  of  the  defend- 
ints,  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  fraudulently  obtained  on  credit  goods  from  certain 
radesmen  (named)  and  other  tradesmen  whose  names  are  unknown ;  that  A,,  in  further 
lursaance  of  the  conspiracy,  procured  these  goods  to  be  delivered  at  her  house;  that 
bey  were  not  paid  for  ;  that  the  defendants,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  pre- 
ended  that  certain  fictitious  debts  were  due  from  A,  to  the  other  defendants  respect- 
ively, and  caused  actions  to  be  commenced  and  judgments  obtained,  and  writs  of  n.  fa. 
ssued,  by  virtue  of  which  the  goods  so  obtained  were  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  tlie 
ictitions  debts,  and  that  the  defendants  did  in  this  manner  unlawfully  cheat  and  defraud 
he  before-mentioned  tradesmen.  Held,  that  if  the  charging  part  had  been  insufficient, 
he  overt  acts  thus  stated  would  have  supported  it,  and  that  the  concluding  allegation 
vas  not  a  statement  of  a  separate  offence  (obtaining  goods  by  fraudulent  pretences),  but 
ID  unnecessary  summing  up  of  the  facts  stated  as  overt  acts. 
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1844.        conspiracy  fraud  ulentlj  order  and  obtain  upon  credit  from 
William  Ayscough  WiUdnson  and  Charle$  Wilkimonj  up- 
holsterers in  the  city  of  LondoDi  divers  goods  and  chattels 
of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  5002.,  of  and  belonging 
to  the  said  William  Ay$eough  Wilkinson  and  Chark$  Wih 
kimon ;  from  Frank  Braithwaite  and  WiUiam  JoneSf  silver- 
smithsy  of  Westminster,  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  500/.,  of  and  belonging  to  the 
said  Frank  Braithtx^aite  and   William  Jones ;   from  John 
White  and   Charles  White,  wine   merchants,  of  London 
aforesaid,  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  great  value,  to  wit, 
of  the  value  of  500/.,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  John 
White  and  Charles   White ;  from  Charles  Town  and  Em- 
manuel Emmanelg  silversmiths,  of  Westminster  aforesaid, 
divers  goods  and  chattels  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value 
of  500/.,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  Charles  Toton  and 
Emmanuel  Emmanuel;  and  from  divers  other  tradesmeui 
the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  whose  names 
are  to  the  jurors  unknown,  divers  other  goods  and  chattek 
of  great  value,   to  wit,  of  the   value   of  2000/.,  of  and 
belonging  to  the  said  last  mentioned  subjects  of  our  said 
I^idy  the  Queen  respectively.    That  the  said  Emily  Ann 
Birch  then   and   there  did,  in  further   pursuance  of  the 
said   conspiracy,  and  in  order  that  the   said   goods   and 
chattels  might  be  taken  in  execution,  and  sold  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  order  and  direct  that  the  said  goods  and  chattelsi 
so  fraudulently  obtained  on  credit  as  aforesaid,  should  be 
delivered  by  the  said  several  tradesmen  respectively  at  the 
house  of  the  said  Emily  Ann  Birch  in  Bedford  Place, 
Russell  Square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  so  delivered  at  the 
said  house,  in  accordance  with  the  said  order  and  direction. 
And  that  no  payment,  remuneration  or  satisfaction  for  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  was  at  the  time  of  such  delivery  or 
at  any  other  time  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Emify 
Ann  Birch,  William  Henry  King,  Anna  Dorcas  FhiUipSg 
and  Augusta  Ann  Birch,  or  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  or 
either  of  them,  to  the  said  several  tradesmen  hereinbefore 
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nentioned,  or  to  the  said  several  tradesmen  hereinbefore  1844. 
oentioned  whose  names  as  aforesaid  are  to  the  jurors 
loknowni  or  to  anj  or  either  of  them,  or  to  any  other  per- 
OD8  or  person  authorised  by  them  or  any  or  either  of  them 
o  receive  the  same.  That  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said 
ODspiracyj  and  in  order  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
light  be  taken  in  execution  and  sold  as  hereinafter  men- 
ioned|  the  said  Emily  Ann  Birch  did  then  and  there,  and 
rithin  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  allow  and  procure  the  said 
oodf  and  chattels  so  delivered  as  aforesaid  to  continue  and 
«  in  her  said  house  until  they  were  taken  in  execution  as 
ereinafter  mentioned.  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
ad  year  aforesaid,  at,  Sec.,  the  said  Emily  Ann  Birch,  Wil'- 
lam  Henry  King,  and  Anna  Dorcas  Phillips,  in  further  pui^ 
aance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  did  falsely  and  fraudulently 
retend  that  certain  debts  were  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
imily  Ann  Birch  to  the  said  William  Henry  King  and 
tfma  Dorcas  Phillips  respectively,  to  wit,  a  fictitious  debt  of 
145/«  1  Is.  6d.,  pretended  to  be  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
ymiiy  Ann  Birch  to  the  said  William  Henry  King,  and  a 
ctitiousdebt  of  514/.  l6s.,  pretended  to  be  due  and  owing 
om  the  said  Emily  Ann  Birch  to  the  said  Anna  Dorcas 
^hiilips;  and  that  then  and  there  the  said  William  Henry 
ling  and  ylnna  Dorcas  Phillips  did,  in  further  pursuance 
f  the  said  conspiracy,  and  in  order  to  obtain  payment  of 
jch  false  and  fictitious  debts,  commence  and  cause  to  be 
3mmenced  respectively,  by  collusion  with  the  said  Emily 
.fill  Birch,  separate  actions  at  law  against  the  said  Emily 
inn  Birch  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  at 
iTestminster,  and  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Common 
leas  at  Westminster.  And  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
le  28tb  day  of  February,  1842,  in  further  pursuance  of 
le  said  conspiracy,  to  wit,  8cc.,  judgments  were  coll usively 
igned,  and  caused  to  be  signed,  by  the  said  William 
ienry  King  and  Anna  Dorcas  Phillips  respectively,  in 
acb  of  the  said  actions,  for  want  of  a  plea*  That  after- 
wards, to  wit^  on  the  Ist  March  in  the  year  last  aforesaid, 
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1844.  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  contpiracy^  to  wit,  at,  &c., 
certain  writs  of  fi.  fa.  were  collusively  sued  out  and  caused 
to  be  sued  out  by  the  said  IVilliam  Henry  King  and  Anna 
Dorcas  Phillips  upon  the  respective  judgments  so  obtained 
by  collusion  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  which  writs  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  so  fraudulently  obtained  as  aforesaid 
from  the  said  several  tradesmen  before  mentioned,  and  the 
said  several  tradesmen  whose  names  as  aforesaid  are  to  the 
jurors  unknown,  were  at,  &c.,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  respective 
times  of  credit,  taken  in  execution  and  sold  in  due  course  of 
law,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  fictitious  debts  falsely  and  frau- 
dulently alleged  to  be  due  and  owing  from  the  said  Emibi 
Ann  Birch  to  the  said  William  Henry  King  and  Jnna 
Dorcas  Phillips  respectively.  And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  find  that  the  said  William  Hemy 
King,  Emily  Ann  Birch,  and  Anna  Dorcas  PhiUips,  at  the 
parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  by  the  means  afore- 
said, unlawfully  did  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Wiltim 
Ayscough  Wilkinson  and  Charles  Wilkinson,  the  said  Frank 
Braiihwaite  and  William  Jones,  the  said  John  White  and 
Charles  White,  the  said  Charles  Town  and  Emmanuel 
Emmanuel,  and  the  said  other  tradesmen,  liege  subjects  of 
our  Lady  the  Queen,  who  supplied  the  said  goods  aod 
chattels  as  aforesaid,  but  whose  names  are  to  the  jurors 
unknown  respectively,  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  to 
the  great  damage  of  the  said  several  persons  so  supplying 
the  said  goods  as  aforesaid,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others 
in  like  case  offending,  &c.  There  were  other  counts,  which 
are  not  here  reported. 

The  indictment  was  removed  by  certiorari  into  this 
Court,  and  tried  before  Williams  J.  at  the  Middlesex 
Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  1844.  The  defendants  King 
and  Emily  Ann  Birch  were  convicted  on  the  above  count, 
and  judgment  pronounced. 

In  this  term  (April  18),  Godson  obtained  a  rule  on  the 
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V. 
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part  of  jE.  A.  Birch,  and  Pashley  on  the  part  of  Khig,  to 
shew   cause    why    the  judgment    pronounced    upon    the 
defendants  should  not  be  amended  by  arresting  the  judg- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  the  count  was  bad.  King. 

Humfrey  and  M.  Chambers  now  shewed  cause.  The 
statement  of  the  overt  acts  was  not  necessary  ;  the  indict- 
ment was  sufficient  without  them,  inasmuch  as  the  conspi- 
racy stated  in  it  was  a  conspiracy  to  do  illegal  acts,  and  it 
is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  means;  Rex  v.  Gill{a\ 
Rex  V.  Seward  (6),  Reg.  v.  Bier$  (c),  Reg.  v.  Kenrick  (rf). 
Nor  is  the  statement  of  the  persons  to  be  defrauded  as 
tradesmen,  without  naming  them,  too  large;  Rex  v.  De 
Berenger  (e).  Peck  v.  Reg.  (/).  But  if  this  was  otherwise, 
the  statement  of  the  overt  acts  is  here  sufficient  to  cure  the 
defect,  Rex  v.  Spragg{g\  where  Lord  Mansfield  refers  to  the 
overt  act  laid,  viz.  an  indictment  preferred  against  the  pro- 
secutor, to  shew  that  the  charge  was  of  a  ''complete 
formed  conspiracy,  actually  carried  into  execution."  Reg* 
v«  Parker  and  others  (A)  is  distinguishable,  for  the  judgment 
there  was  arrested  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  state- 
ment to  whom  the  goods  and  chattels  which  the  defendants 
conspired  to  obtain  belonged. 

Kelly  and  Pashtey  for  King,  and  Oodson  and  Hood  for 
Birch,  contri.  The  names  of  the  tradesmen  should  have 
been  given,  or  it  should  have  appeared  that  their  names 
were  unknown  ;  Hawkins,  P.  C.  b.  2,  c.  25,  1  Starkies' Crm. 
PI.  70;  Reg.  v.  JBiss(i).  The  statement  of  the  overt 
acts  is  altogether  incomplete.     It  does  not  appear  that  the 

(fl)  2  B.  &  Aid.  204.  (/)  9  Ad.  &  Ell.  686 ;  5.  C.  1 

(6)  I  Ad.  &  Ell.  706;  S.  C.  3  P.  &D.  508. 

N.  &  M.  557.  (g)  2  Burr.  993. 

(c)  1  Ad.  &  El.  327.  W  3  Q.  B.  299 ;  S.  C.  2  G.  & 

\d)  5  Q.  B,  49;  S.  C.  1  D.  &  D.  709. 

M.  208.  (0  8  C.  &  P.  773. 

(e)  3M.&S.67. 

VOL.  I.— D.  M.  3  C 
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1844.        tradesmen  named  in  the  beginning  of  that  part  of  the 


KrMo. 


^   ^  count  are  the  same  with  those  whom  the  defendants  are 

The  QuEEH 

V.  charged  with  conspiring  to  defraud ;  and  the  ads  them- 

selves, taken  severally  or  jointlji  have  no  illegal  or  frando- 
lent  character.  [Paiteson  J.  They  are  stated  to  be  done 
in  furtherance  of  a  conspiracy.]  The  count  is  also  bad  for 
duplicity,  for  the  last  part  of  it  imports  a  charge  of  obtainiif 
money  under  false  pretences. 

IfOrd  Denman  C.  J. — That  an  indictment  in  this  geneni 
form  is  good,  was  expressly  decided  in  Rex  v.  GiU{a),  and 
the  reason  plainly  is,  that  no  person  could  with  troth  be 
specified  by  name  as  intended  to  be  cheated,  there  haviif 
been,  in  the  formation  of  the  conspiracy,  no  particular  indi- 
viduals in  view  as  its  subjects,  but  a  plan  having  been  Itid 
to  entrap  all  who  might  be  brought  within  the  reach  of  it 
The  first  part  of  this  count  might,  therefore,  probably  be  good 
if  it  stood  alone.  If  not,  it  is  helped  by  the  statement  of 
the  overt  acts.  That  statement  appears  to  me  sufficient.  It 
is  said  that  these  acts  in  themselves  are  or  may  be  innocent 
That  may  be  the  case ;  but  they  are  laid  as  being  done  in 
furtherance  of  a  conspiracy,  which  conveys  a  criminal  cha* 
racter  to  the  whole,  and  is  charged  in  the  introductory  ptrt 
of  the  count.  The  statement  that  Birch  bought  goods  on 
credit,  and  so  forth,  is  an  information  to  the  defendants  of 
the  means  which  they  are  charged  with  using  to  carry  on 
the  conspiracy.  The  count  is  not  bad  for  duplicity.  The 
statement  at  the  end  does  not  charge  a  substantive  offence, 
but  it  is  merely  a  summing  up  (apparently  unnecessary)  of 
the  results  of  the  conspiracy. 

Patteson  J. — I  understand  the  position  of  Mr.  Starlde 
in  the  passage  cited,  and  the  authorities  which  support  it. 
They  all  relate  to  the  case  of  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  one  or 
more  particular  individuals.  But  in  the  case  of  a  general 
conspiracy,  where  all  mankind  are  intended  to  be  defrauded, 

(«)  2  B.  &  Aid.  204. 
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le  rule  does  not  apply;  Rex  v.  De  Bereriger  (a).  There  i844. 
was  impossible  that  the  names  could  be  mentioned,  and 
at  is  equally  the  case  here.  1  have^  therefore^  no  doubt 
At  the  indictment  would  have  been  good^  if  it  had  stopped 
the  cherging  part^  without  mentioning  any  names  at  M, 
id  (as  in  RiX  v.  QUI  (6) )  without  alleging  any  overt  acts, 
nd  the  objection  rather  resolves  itself  into  the  indictment 
sing  inconsistent ;  that  it  commences  as  a  charge  of  con- 
liracyi  fend  ends  as  one  of  fraudulently  obtaining  goods 
f  false  pretences.  But  that  is  not  the  real  meaning  of  the 
dictment.  It  is  not  alleged  thai  the  defendants  used  false 
peteoces  to  those  from  whom  they  obtained  the  goods,  and 
I  obtaindd  them.  The  mode  of  the  fraud  is  this ;  the 
sfendant  Birch  obtains  goods  of  certain  parties  by  pur-^ 
iMitig  them  on  credit,  in  order  that  they  might  be  taken 
)d  sold  under  a  false  pretence  of  a  lawful  debt  by  the 
iher  defendant,  for  which  goods  nothing  was  ever  paid, 
bese  acts,  taken  together,  unquestionably  amount  to 
leating  and  defrauding  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy 
limed  for  that  purpose,  and  the  overt  acts  must  be  viewed 
»gether  and  in  this  light,  not  as  insulated. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case 
IS  been  argued  for  the  defendants  as  if  the  overt  acts  con- 
ituted  the  offence,  and  not  the  conspiracy.  I  think  the 
>nspiracy  sufficiently  stated  in  the  charging  part,  but  if 
ot^  suflSciently  particularized  by  the  overt  acts.  The  argu- 
lent  for  the  defendants  as  to  these  appeared  to  proceed 
ti  the  assumption  that  each  overt  act  must  in  itself  be  cri- 
tinal ;  but  that  is  not  the  intention  with  which  they  are 
ileged.  They  are  the  acts  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  sup- 
ort  the  substantive  charge,  thatof  cotispiracy;  and  for  this 
urpose,  taken  together,  they  are  amply  sufficient. 

Rule  discharged. 
(»)  3  M.  &  S.  67.  (6)  9  B.  &  Aid.  204. 
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Tkurtday,  FrANCIS  V.  STEWARD. 

May  9th. 

Acitation  PROHIBITION.     The  declaration  stoted  that  defend- 

ngainst  a  ^^^  caused  a  citation  to  be  issued  against  the  plaintiff  in 
panshioner,  °  "^ 

charging  him  prohibition,  to  wit,  on   19th   ^iOvember,  1842,  out  of  the 

"  wUfuUy  and  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury,  addressed  to  all  and  singular 
contuma-  clerks,  Sic.  in  the  diocese  of  Canterbury,  reciting  the  fol- 
stnjcted%rat  lowing  letters  of  request  from  the  official  principal  of  the 
least  refused  Episcopal  Consistorial  Court  of  Norwich,  addressed  to  Sir 
join  or  concur  H.  J.  Fust,  official  principal  of  the  Arches  Court  of  Can- 
in  the  making  jgi-bury.  The  letters  were  as  follows  :— "  Whereas  Edward 
of  a  sufficient  -^  ^ 
rate  for  pro-  Staoard,  of  the  city  of  Norwich,  gentleman,  is  desirous  of 

defray  the  cx-°  instituting  a  certain  cause  or  business  of  promoting  the 

pense  of  the  office  of  the  judge  against  John  Francis,  a  parishioner  and 

repairs  of  the  inhabitant  of  the  parish  of  St.  George  of  Colegate,  situate 

parish  church  mjj  being  within  the  said  city  and  diocese  of  Norwich  and 
does  not  con-  •  ^  •  •  •    r 

uinasufficient  province  of  Canterbury,  and  of  calling  upon  him  the  said  J. 

allegatum  of  Prancis  to  answer  to  certain  articles  or  positions  to  be  ob« 

cognisable  by  jected  to  him,  touching  and  concerning  his  souFs  health, 

cal  Court.  ^^^  ^'^^  lawful  correction  and  reformation  of  bis  errors  and 

Where  the  excesses,  particularly  in  respect  of  his  having  wilfully  and 

had  appeared  contumaciously  obstructed,  or,  at  least,  refused  to  make  or 

under  protest  jqJjj  q,.  concur  in  the  making  of  a  sufficient  levy,  rate  or 

to  such  a  cita- •*  *=*  •" 

tion,  and,his  assessment   for   providing   funds   in   order   to   defray  the 

Eeerfover-^  "^  expense   of  the   necessary   repairs  of  the   parish  church 

ruled,  had  (including  the  chancel  which,  by  the  custom  of  Norwich, 

toTppear  ^^^  parishioners  are  bound  to  repair,)  of  the  said  parish  of 

absolutely,  a  gj,  George  of  Colegate,  within  the  said  city  and  diocese  of 
declaration  m  .1,1  i/r-      .  •  •  ,        •      1 

prohibition  Norwich,  and  whereas  ditnculties  may  arise  wherein  the 

held  good  on  pa^tieg  ^ay  require  the  aid  and  advice  of  civilians,"  8ic 

the  ground  After   reciting   intermediate   proceedings,   the  declaration 

tion^^wattnsuf-  ^^^^^^    ^^^^   ^  citation    issued    under   seal  of  the  Arches 

ficient  to  give  Court  against  Francis   to  appear   to   answer   the  articles 

jurisdiction,  ,  ...  .       •  i. 

and  the  appli-  above  mentioned   in    a  cause   or   business  of  promoting 

cation  not  j|,g  office  of  the  judge  by  Steward  against  Francis,  &c. 
premature.  j      o        j  o 

1  he  declaration  set  out  the   rest  of  the  citation ;  stated 
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that  Francis  was   served    with   it,   and    appeared    in   the 
Arches  Court  by  his  proctor  under  protest,  and  that  the 
proctor  in  a  certain  act  on  petition  duly  exhibited  alleged 
as  follows : — That  the  said   Francis  was  unlawfully  and 
wrongfully  cited   in    manner  and  form  and  to  the  effect 
aforesaid,  by  reason  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  said  cita- 
tion   that   the   now    plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  or  was 
charged  with  any  ecclesiastical  offence  cognisable  by  the 
said  Court  or  any  other  ecclesiastical  Court  in  the  premises. 
That  by  the  said  citation  it  did  not  appear  that  the  said 
parish  church  of  St.  George  of  Colegate  ever  was  or  then 
was  in  want  of  any  repairs  whatever,  or  that  any  vestry  for 
making  any  rate  to  defray  the  expense  of  any  such  repairs 
had  been  duly  or  at  all  called  or  held,  or  that  the  now 
plaintiff  was  ever  present  in  any  vestry  in  the  said  parish, 
when  such  rate  or  any  rate  for  the  repair  of  the  said  church 
was  ever  proposed  or  considered,  or  that  he  ever  took  any 
part  whatever  in  the  proceedings  of  any  such  vestry.     That 
it  was  not  competent  for  any  person  to  promote  the  office 
of  the  judge,  or  otherwise  to  proceed  criminally  against  any 
one  or  more  individual  parishioners  or  inhabitants  of   a 
parish  for  or  in   respect  of  the   acts,    matters    or  things 
charged  or  alleged  against  the  now  plaintiff  in  the  said 
citation.     And  that  the  now  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
appear  in  the  said  cause  or  business  to  the  said  citation. 
And  therefore  the  said  W.  Pritchard  prayed  the  judge  of 
the  Arches  Court  to  pronounce  for  such  his  protest,  to 
dismiss  the  now  plaintiff  and  his  party  from  the  said  suit 
and  all  further  observance  of  justice  therein,  and  to  con- 
demn the  now  defendant  in  costs.    The  declaration  further 
stated  that  Thomas  Blake,  the  proctor  for  the  now  defendant, 
alleged  in  reply,  that  it  did  appear  by  the  said  citation  that 
the  now  plaintiff  was   chargeable   with   an   ecclesiastical 
offence  cognisable  by  the  said  Court,  and,  therefore,  the 
said  r.  B.f  denying  relevancy,  &c.  prayed  the  judge  of  the 
said  Court  to  overrule  the  protest,  and  assign  the  said  fV, 
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1844.  PrUckard  to  appear  absolutely  for  the  now  plaintiff^  and 
to  condemn  the  now  plaintiff  in  the  coats  of  such  protest 
That  the  cause  was  heard  and  judgment  pronounced  by 
Sir  H.  J.  Fuii  on  February  8,  1843,  overruling  the  proteily 
and  assigning  the  proctor  to  appear  absolutely  for  Fumm. 
The  declaration  then  alleged  that  the  defendant  and  the  waii 
Sir  H.  J.  Fuii  were  about  to  proceed  to  compel  the  now 
plaintiff  to  appear  absolutely,  and  prayed  a  prohibitioB. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 
The  demurrer  was  argued  Hilary  Term,  1844,  by 

Sir  F.  Tktnger  S.  G.  for  the  defendant  He  contended 
that  the  application  was  premature,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  waited  for  the  articles,  referring  to  the  cante 
of  Steward  v.  Francis  in  the  Arches  Court  (a) ;  as  to  ihe 
main  point  he  cited  Veky  v.  Burder^b),  Reg.  v.  JBffJnef(e), 
Tayhry.  Clem9on{d),  Cooper  v.  Wickham{e),  Greenwooif* 
Oreave$(f). 

Roebuck  contrj^,  cited  Reg.  v.  8neller{g),  Rex  v.  fbw 
/er(A),  Miilar  v.  Palmer  {%),  Breeke  v.  Woolfrtn{k\ 
BuehelVe  case  {I),  and  referred  to  the  precedents  of  nosh 
tions  in  Archdeacon  Hale's  Precedents  in  Causes  of  Oficesi 
4rc.  (1841),  and  the  remarks  on  them  of  Dr.  Lushingttm  n 
Veley  v.  Gosling  {m). 

Sir  F.  Thesiger  S.  G.  in  reply. 

Cur.  adt.  tult 


(o)  S  Curteis,  209,  215,  «16.  (g)  1  Vera.  24  ;  10  Vin.  Ab. 

(6)  12  A.  &  £.  210 ;  5.  C.  4  P.  621,  tit.  ExcooMittmcatioo,  E  ^ 

&  D.  476.  21,  22,  23. 

(c)  12  A.  &  E.  265,  S02;  S.  C.  (A)  1  Salt  293. 

4  P.  8c  D.  362.  (i)  1  Curteis,  540. 

(d)2Q.B,  978,  1031  j  5.  C.  2  (A)  1  Curteis,  88a 

G.  &  D.  346.  (/)  Vaugh.  135. 

(c>  2  Curteis,  303.  (w)  3  Curt.  253,  285—287. 

(./)  4  Ilagg.  Ecc.  Rep.  77. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the        1844. 

Court. — The  declaration  in  prohibition  sets  forth  a  cita-      „    "^^ 

.  Fbancis 

Uon  from  the  Dean  of  the  Arches^  founded  on  letters  of  v. 

request  from  the  Consistory  Court  of  the  Bishop  of  ^tewaed. 
Norwich^  in  a  suit  against  the  plaintiff  touching  his  souFs 
health|  and  for  correction  of  his  errors  and  excesses,  par- 
ticularly in  respect  of  his  having  wilfully  and  contumaciously 
obstructed,  or  at  least  refused  to  make  or  join  or  concur  in 
the  making  of  a  sufficient  levy,  rate,  or  assessment  for  pro- 
viding funds  in  order  to  defray  the  expense  of  the  necessary 
repairs  of  his  parish  church. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  by  the  said  citation  plaintiff 
was  not  charged  with  any  ecclesiastical  offence  cognisable 
by  any  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

A  general  demurrer  to  this  declaration  has  been  argued 
before  us. 

No  question  was  made,  whether  a  citation  must  not  con-' 
tain  the  charge  of  an  ecclesiastical  offence.  In  the  ancient 
constitutions  a  remedy  is  applied  to  many  abuses  of  process 
by  citing  persons  out  of  the  jurisdiction  wherein  they 
reside,  and  finally  the  act  of  Hen,  8  (commonly  called  the 
Bill  of  Citations,)  was  passed  to  prevent  this  great  and 
frequent  oppression^  whereby  persons  often  found  them- 
selves excommunicated  and  ruined,  without  notice  of  the 
proceedings  against  them.  But  it  is  constantly  assumed 
that  they  set  forth  on  the  face  of  them  a  spiritual  offeirce. 

Many  such  offences  were  well  known  by  their  proper 
descriptions,  heresy ,  incontinence,  brawling,  subtraction  of 
the  various  kinds  of  ecclesiastical  dues,  &.c. 

It  was  not  urged  that  there  can  be  no  offence  where  the 
acts  charged  are  incapable  of  technical  designation,  but 
that,  if  the  offence  consist  of  special  circumstances,  these 
should  appear  on  the  citation ;  not  unlike  the  proceedings 
of  our  own  Courts,  where  writs  were  provided  in  common 
form  for  known  causes  of  action;  but  an  action  on  the  case 
might  be  founded  on  special  facts,  converting  what  might 
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Prilckard  to  appear  absolutely  fo  J^  r 

to  condemn  the  now  plaintiff  in  o"-       / 

That  the  cause  was  heard  a'  ^^' 

Sir  H.  J.  FuBt  on  Februarv  «.  »«P»*^'^^* 

and  assigning  the  procto'  -'^"^J  P*^"  ' 

The  declaration  then  •'  '"  ^"""8  * 
Sir  «.  J.  fitti  weir                               gainst  the  imposi- 

plainuff  to  appat  .'  '^  ^'''^'^'  "  ^^"'^"J  ^* 

Demurrer  and  }  '^n^^'  »"^  ^^^^t  the  vritfuV 

The  demur  o-  and  the  accompanying  tcte 

^  which  thus  became  the  essence  of 

Q-    p  r  tiier  particularized  in  the  citation,  but 

that  thf  "^^  *^^  ^'*^  ^*"^  ^'""^  ^^  ^^®  knowledge  of 

sboul  ^*  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge. 

of  .''      '  proceedings  of  any  Court  where  an  accusation  is 
xTTcA,  the  minimum  of  allegation  is  the  maximum  re- 

0Ci\  in  proof;  the  prosecutor  in  several  counts  (as  the 
cAafgcs  in  the  praesertim  are  called  by  learned  ecclesiasticil 
judges)  must  be  entitled  to  succeed,  if  he  establish  any  one 
oi  them,  and,  consequently,  if  this  citation  is  good  the 
present  plaintiff  will  incur  spiritual  censures,  though  con- 
victed of  no  other  fact  than  that  of  a  refusal  to  join  in 
making  a  church  rate. 

We  are  by  no  means  satisfied  that  the  refusal  to  join  io 
making  a  church  rate  can  be  an  offence  in  a  parishioner, 
because  it  cannot  be  necessary  for  all  the  parishioners  to 
join  in  making  it.  A  majority  may  do  this  act,  and  if  it  is 
done,  what  offence  can  there  be  in  refusing  to  concur  in  it' 
If  no  rate  id  made,  it  can  hardly  be  conceived  that  default 
should  be  produced  by  the  refusal  of  a  single  parishioner  to 
concur  in  imposing  one. 

If  he  indeed  docs  any  thing  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
the  measure,  if  he  is  guilty  of  any  violence  or  fraud,  if  he 
bribes  or  intimidates  other  men  from  voting  for  a  rate,  if 
he  deceives  parishioners  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  meeting, 
if  he  persuades  others  to  absent  themselves,  or  even  absents 
himself  (according  to  one  supposition  made  at  the  bar,)  io 
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*Iar  assemblage,  these  may  be  crimi-        1844. 
^  ^he  refusal  of  a  church  rate,  nor 

"^y  are  wholly  independent  of 

Fx  of  being  distinctly  stated. 

\  *Ms  charge  in  its  more 

**^    ^  .ifully  obstructed  the 

•         ^       -J^  well  be  questioned.     It 

^^     \  iiioner  wilfully  to  obstruct  it. 

*v^  '  convened  to  consider  of  granting 

.ven  that  is  not  stated  in  the  present 

4ishioners  go  to  the  meeting  to  take  part  in 

.ionsy  and  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  ques- 

uised.      Must   they  not  exercise  it  with  freedom  ? 

.e  they  bound  to  vote  one  way?     On  the  contrary,  the 

law   permits   them   to   object  to  the  grant  proposed,  to 

argue  that  it  ought  not  to  be  made,  to  vote  for  refusing  it. 

Persons  so  acting  may  be  truly  said  to  wilfully  obstruct  the 

making  of  a  rate ;  that  phrase  would  be  generally  supposed 

to  point  at  similar  proceedings,  yet  they  are  all  undoubtedly 

lawful.     Each  member  of  this  deliberative  assembly  may  be 

bound  by  every  principle  to  take  the  part  now  supposed. 

Can  he  be  treated  as  a  criminal  in  any  English  Court  fpr 

the  performance  of  this  acknowledged  duty? 

There  is  an  answer  indeed  to  this  and  every  other 
objection,  which  sweeps  them  all  away.  The  acts  of 
plaintiff,  denounced  in  the  citation,  are  therein  alleged  to 
have  been  both  wilfully  and  contumaciously  done.  Now, 
the  first  of  these  two  words  adds  nothing  to  the  charge  of 
refusing :  all  refusal  is  wilful.  It  may  be  doubtless  a  word 
of  great  force  when  connected  with  acts  of  obstruction,  for 
these  may  be  unconsciously  done  by  a  person  ignorant  of 
their  tendency,  and  can  never  be  criminal  without  the 
knowledge  of  it. 

Can  then  a  wilful  refusal,  possibly  an  act  of  duty  and 
perfectly  innocent,  be  transmuted  by  the  mere  addition  of 
a  reproachful  term  into  a  crime  ?  It  conveys  no  idea  to 
the  hearer's  mind;  but  that  the  speaker  disapproves  or 
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Steward. 


CAS£S  IN  THE  QUEEN  S  BENCH, 

have  been  innocent  in  itself  into  an  injury  to  the  party 
complaining,  and  a  writ  was  framed  for  the  occasion. 

The  Solicitor  General  maintained  that  the  words  of 
charge,  which  I  have  just  read  from  the  citation^  impute  a 
spiritual  offence.  Not  denying  the  right  of  every  parish- 
ioner to  refuse  to  make  or  join  or  concur  in  making  a 
church  rate,  nor  even  the  right  to  vote  against  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  rate,  he  still  urged  that  to  do  either  ^'  wilfully  aod 
contumaciously''  is  a  spiritual  offence,  and  that  the  wilful- 
ness and  mode  of  refusing,  and  the  accompanying  acts 
inferring  that  contumacy  which  thus  became  the  essence  of 
it,  need  not  be  further  particularized  in  the  citation,  but 
may  be  introduced  for  the  first  time  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  accused  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge. 

In  the  proceedings  of  any  Court  where  an  accusation  is 
preferred,  the  minimum  of  allegation  is  the  maximum  re- 
quired in  proof;  the  prosecutor  in  several  counts  (as  the 
charges  in  the  praesertim  are  called  by  learned  ecclesiastical 
judges)  must  be  entitled  to  succeed,  if  he  establish  any  one 
of  them,  and,  consequently,  if  this  citation  is  good  the 
present  plaintiff  will  incur  spiritual  censures,  though  con- 
victed of  no  other  fact  than  that  of  a  refusal  to  join  in 
making  a  church  rate. 

We  are  by  no  means  satisfied  that  the  refusal  to  join  Id 
making  a  church  rate  can  be  an  offence  in  a  parishioner, 
because  it  cannot  be  necessary  for  all  the  parishioners  to 
join  in  making  it.  A  majority  may  do  this  act,  and  if  it  is 
done,  what  offence  can  there  be  in  refusing  to  concur  init' 
If  no  rate  is  made,  it  can  hardly  be  conceived  that  default 
should  be  produced  by  the  refusal  of  a  single  parishioner  to 
concur  in  imposing  one. 

If  he  indeed  does  any  thing  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
the  measure,  if  he  is  guilty  of  any  violence  or  fraud,  if  he 
bribes  or  intimidates  other  men  from  voting  for  a  rate,  if 
he  deceives  parishioners  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  meeting; 
if  he  persuades  others  to  absent  themselves,  or  even  absents 
himself  (according  to  one  supposition  made  at  the  bar,)  in 
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order  to  prevent  a  regular  assemblage,  these  may  be  crimi-        1844. 
Dal  acts,  but  they  are  not  the  refusal  of  a  church  rate,  nor 
evidence  of  such  refusal ;  they  are  wholly  independent  of 
the  mere  refusal,  and  are  capable  of  being  distinctly  stated. 

But  further,  the  sufficiency  of  this  charge  in  its  more 
cogent  terms,  that  the  plaintiff  ''  wilfully  obstructed  the 
making  of  a  church  rate,"  may  well  be  questioned.  It 
might  be  the  duty  of  a  parishioner  wilfully  to  obstruct  it 
A  parish  meeting  being  convened  to  consider  of  granting 
such  rate  (though  even  that  is  not  stated  in  the  present 
citation),  the  parishioners  go  to  the  meeting  to  take  part  in 
its  deliberations,  and  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  ques- 
tion raised.  Must  they  not  exercise  it  with  freedom? 
Are  they  bound  to  vote  one  way  ?  On  the  contrary,  the 
law  permits  them  to  object  to  the  grant  proposed,  to 
argue  that  it  ought  not  to  be  made,  to  vote  for  refusing  it. 
Persons  so  acting  may  be  truly  said  to  wilfully  obstruct  the 
making  of  a  rate ;  that  phrase  would  be  generally  supposed 
to  point  at  similar  proceedings,  yet  they  are  all  undoubtedly 
lawful.  Each  member  of  this  deliberative  assembly  may  be 
bound  by  every  principle  to  take  the  part  now  supposed. 
Can  he  be  treated  as  a  criminal  in  any  English  Court  fpr 
the  performance  of  this  acknowledged  duty? 

There  is  an  answer  indeed  to  this  and  every  other 
objection,  which  sweeps  them  all  away.  The  acts  of 
plaintiff,  denounced  in  the  citation,  are  therein  alleged  to 
have  been  both  wilfully  and  contumaciously  done.  Now, 
the  first  of  these  two  words  adds  nothing  to  the  charge  of 
refusing  :  all  refusal  is  wilful.  It  may  be  doubtless  a  word 
of  great  force  when  connected  with  acts  of  obstruction,  for 
these  may  be  unconsciously  done  by  a  person  ignorant  of 
their  tendency,  and  can  never  be  criminal  without  the 
knowledge  of  it. 

Can  then  a  wilful  refusal,  possibly  an  act  of  duty  and 
perfectly  innocent,  be  transmuted  by  the  mere  addition  of 
a  reproachful  term  into  a  crime?  It  conveys  no  idea  to 
the  hearer's  mind,  but  that  the   speaker  disapproves  or 
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resents  the  conduct  to  which  be  applies  it.  He  may»  p«^ 
haps,  deem  that  conduct  in  itself  contumacious,  or  may 
consider  it  as  deserving  the  epithet  from  other  facts  antece* 
dent  or  contemporaneous.  Can  any  thing  be  more  eai; 
than  to  describe  these  facts,  or  more  dangerous  ihan  to  treat 
another  as  a  criminal  without  informing  him  bow  he  ii 
supposed  to  have  become  so  ?  Our  own  forms  of  indictr 
ment  and  declaration  have  been  constantly  held  defectivsi 
where,  the  facts  averred  falling  short  of  the  legal  definition, 
an  attempt  has  been  made  to  eke  it  out  by  adverbs  eitiisr 
vituperative  or  commendatory. 

The  Courts  refuse  to  infer  guilt  from  them  oo  the  one 
hand,  or  a  due  course  of  legal  proceeding  within  lawful 
jurisdiction  on  the  other.  Nor  is  this  strictness  imposed 
by  technical  rules ;  it  grows  out  of  the  first  principles  of 
justice. 

There  are  however  certain  authorities,  the  decisioni  of 
the  Spiritual  Courts  themselves,  which  we  are  bound 
respectfully  to  consider  and  eiamine.  They  underwent  a 
careful  and  minute  discussion  from  the  eminently  learned 
person  whose  judgment  is  now  questioned.  In  the  conrae 
of  deliveriug  that  judgment  he  founded  it  on  some  of  these 
authorities,  and  distinguished  it  from  others  which  were 
pressed  as  leading  to  the  opposite  conclusion. 

The  case  of  Greenwood  v.  Greaves  was  formerly  adjudged 
to  be  precisely  in  point.  The  report  is  in  4  Hag.  Eccl 
Rep.  77.  Two  of  the  churchwardens  of  Dewsbury  cited 
the  two  other  churchwardens  and  ten  parishioners  for 
refusing  to  make  or  concur  in  making  a  rate  or  assessment, 
or  sufKcient  rate  or  assessment  for  the  repairs  of  the  parish 
church,  and  for  the  lawful  and  necessary  expense  of  the 
churchwardens  relating  to  the  parish  church  and  incidental 
to  their  said  office.  The  material  article  set  forth  a  regular 
vestry  meeting  to  consider  certain  statements  and  estimates 
of  the  charges  for  the  ensuing  year,  relative  to  the  repair  of 
the  church,  and  preparing  bread  and  wine  for  the  holy 
communion,  and  other  incidental  expenses,  and  to  make  a 
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rite  for  defraying  the  same ;  that  a  rate  or  asseiBinent  Mras  1844. 
proposed  according  to  a  moderate  estimate  of  the  expenses 
which  were  lawful  and  necessary,  notwithstanding  which 
the  parties  cited  ''  objected  to  and  did  refuse  to  make  or 
concur  in  making  a  rate  to  the  amount  necessary  to  defray 
the  charges  and  expenses/'  but  voted  for  one  wholly  inade- 
qoate»  ''and  by  reason  thereof  the  necessary  and  legal 
repairs  cannot  be  done^  nor  other  *expenses  necessary  for 
divine  service  be  defrayed." 

The  Chancery  Court  at  York  rejected  the  articles 
wbich^  on  appeal,  were  brought  before  the  delegates, 
BoUand  B.,  Bosanquet  and  Taunton  JJ.,  and  Drs.  Daub' 
n^,  Haggard  and  Curteis,  This  learned  tribunal  dis- 
missed the  appeal  with  costs.  Their  unanimous  judgment 
is  accompanied  by  no  statement  of  their  reasons.  But 
some  observations  are  reported,  which  they  interposed  in 
the  course  of  the  unsuccessful  argument.  ''  There  is  no 
precise  allegation  that  the  church  is  out  of  repair."  If  this 
were  necessary,  this  single  defect  was  fatal  to  the  articles, 
and  no  other  required  notice.  The  Court  also  said  to  the 
counsel,  '*  the  question  here  is  as  to  two  assessments, 
which  sum  shall  be  adopted.  If  the  Court  were  to  say 
that  the  higher  estimate  shall  be  adopted,  it  will  then 
decide  on  the  question  of  rate,  and  your  own  case  from 
Ist  Mod.{a)  says  that  the  Court  cannot  assess  the  parish- 
ioners." Here  is  a  second  death  blow  to  the  articles,  and 
the  appeal  was  disposed  of.  But  the  Delegates,  or  some 
or  one  of  them,  go  a  little  further,  and  indicate  what  the 
articles  might  have  alleged,  and  what  the  Court  might  have 
thought  of  a  state  of  facts  which  had  no  existence.  "  If  it 
bad  been  alleged  that  the  parishioners  had  contumaciously, 
obstinately  and  pertinaciously  refused  to  make  a  rate,  or 
that  they  would  only  make  such  a  one  as  was  manifestly 
collusive,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  proceeding  against 
them,  but  such  a  state  of  things  is  not  alleged  to  exist  in 
this  case  ;  there  is  no  appearanoe  of  any  wilful  contumacy, 
either  avowedly  or  impliedly." 

(a)  Eogtri  v.  Daifcnant,  1  Mod.  194,  ^30. 
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1844.  With  unaffected  deference  to  the  learned  judge,  it  might 

be  doubted,  but  for  his  view  of  what  fell  from  the  Court, 
whether,  instead  of  being  a  decision  in  point,  these  words 
amount  to  any  decision  at  all.     In  the  first  place,  they  are 
not  applied  to  a  citation  but  to  articles ;  but  if  they  are  to 
be  considered  as  a  form  prepared  by  the  judges,  that  form 
has  not  been  pursued  here.     The  words  **  obstinately  and 
pertinaciously'*  are  by  no  means  insignificant ;  they  approach 
a  great  deal  nearer  to  the  precise  ground  of  accusation  than 
the  very  general  complaint  of  contumacy.     We  apprehend 
that  the  judges  mean  only  to  say  that  words  of  that  nature 
are   indispensable,  without   entering   upon    the    question 
whether  a  pointed  charge  may  not  also  be  required.  What- 
ever their  inclination  of  opinion,  it  is  expressed  with  no 
degree  of  confidence.     "  There  might  be  some,  ground  for 
proceeding"  falls  infinitely  short  of  a  declaration  that  the 
form  would  be  sufficient.     Our  brother  judges  who  com- 
posed that  Court  were  not  in  the  habit  of  deviating  from 
their  line  of  duty  by  obtruding  on  the  world  their  opinions 
on  a  case  not  brought  before  them ;  they  would  not  have 
been  likely  to  draw  up  the  form  of  a  citation  for  future 
use,  and  no  judge,  however  enlightened,  knows  how  he 
would  decide  a  novel  point  which  he  has  not  heard  debated. 
The  only  authority  then  in  support  of  the  judgment 
which   we  are  considering  appears  to  fail  entirely.     But 
some  authority  is  adduced  against  it,  the  authority  of  the 
same  learned  judge  himself.     In  Cooper  v.  Wickham  (a)  a 
churchwarden  was  cited  for  **  having,  at  a  vestry  meeting 
for  the  purpose  of  a  church  rate,  voted  in  favour  of  a  reso- 
lution which  declared  church  rates  at  all  times  bad  in  prin- 
ciple, and  unjust  in  practice,  and  quite  uncalled  for  at  the 
present  time,"   and   adjourned   the    meeting   for    twelve 
months ;  and  for  having  voted  against  a  church  rate  duly 
made  and  seconded.     The  citation  was  not  objected  tOi 
but  the  articles  alleged  that  the  church  of  Shepton  Mallett 
was  in  so  dilapidated  a  state  that  the  rain  came  through  the 

(a)  2  Curt.  30S. 


EASTER  TERM,  VII  VICT.  757 

roof  into  the  body  of  the  church,  to  the  serious  detriment        1844. 
and  injury  of  the  fabric  and  also  of  a  valuable  organ,  to  the      ^^ 

,,,  ^  f  RANCIS 

great  inconvenience  of  the  minister,  who,  on  one  occasion,  v. 

on  account  of  the  rain  so  coming  therein,  was  prevented  SxEWAao. 
from  reading  prayers  in  the  desk,  and  of  the  congregation. 
The  articles  further  charged  that  the  meeting  was  called 
for  imposing  a  church  rate,  and  the  party  voted  for  the 
resolutions  above  mentioned,  and  also  presided  at  a  division 
where  it  was  carried  by  a  majority. 

The  learned  judge  held  these  articles  insufficient.  He 
considered  them  as  equivalent  to  a  charge  of  refusing  not 
only  the  rate  proposed,  but  of  any  rate  whatever ;  but  he 
then  expressly  denied  that  the  refusal  of  any  rate  by  a 
churchwarden  was  an  ecclesiastical  offence,  observing  that 
the  Court  is  not  to  presume  or  conjecture  any  thing  in  a 
criminal  proceeding.  He  did  not  enter  upon  the  inquiry 
whether  the  churchwarden's  acting  in  avowed  furtherance 
of  his  opinion,  that  church  rates  were  always  ''  bad  in 
principle,  and  particularly  unjust  in  practice,"  were  evidence 
of  contumacy  in  the  refusal,  thinking  the  articles  deficient 
herein,  that  they  did  not  shew  that  the  dilapidated  and 
unroofed  church  continued  out  of  repair  at  the  time  of 
preferring  the  articles. 

He  also  remarks  that  it  was  not  criminal,  but  might  be 
highly  proper,  to  consider  in  vestry  the  necessity  for  the 
repairs  and  the  estimate  of  expense,  which  possibly  may 
have  been  thought  too  high  by  the  parishioners.  This 
decision  was  not  unreasonably  pressed  on  Sir  if.  Jenner 
when  the  present  citation  was  impugned  before  him.  But 
in  Dr.  Curteis'  Report  the  argument  at  the  bar  is  briefly 
summed  up,  while  the  judgment  of  the  Court  occupies  a 
very  large  space.  After  careful  examination  of  these  two 
cases,  it  is  hard  to  discover  any  ground  for  excuse  in  that 
former  case,  which  is  not  in  the  present.  Mr.  Cooper  was 
charged  with  refusing  to  join  in  making  any  church  rate. 
Mr.  Francis  with  refusing  to  join  in  a  particulor  rate ;  the 
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1844.  latter  being  a  parishioner  only,  the  former  both  pariihioner 
and  churchwarden.  Mr.  Cooper  was  held  guiltless,  because 
the  continuance  of  the  dilapidation  was  not  alleged ;  nor  is 
it  alleged  against  Mr.  Francis.  In  Mr.  Cooper*$  case  the 
Court  could  not  conjecture  or  presume  that  the  church 
may  not  have  been  completely  restored  between  the  citation 
and  the  articles.  Is  that  conjecture  or  presumptioD  to  be 
made  between  the  vestry  meeting  and  the  citation? 

Mr.  Cooper  was  excused  for  refusing  to  join  in  makiag 
any  rate,  on  the  declared  ground  that  church  rates  sre 
always  bad  in  principle,  from  a  suggestion  that  the  rate 
thus  imposed  might  possibly  have  been  thought  by  biffl 
higher  than  a  fair  estimate  of  necessary  expense  demanded* 
''  I  do  not  know**  (says  the  learned  judge)  '^  that  it  is  so 
offence  in  a  churchwarden  to  vote  against  a  rate  of  id.  in 
the  poundi  unless  that  rate  is  shewn  to  be  adequate  tod 
only  adequate,  and  not  excessive  beyond  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  intended  to  be  applied."  (a) 

Such  a  vote  would  appear  still  less  objectionable  in  t 
parishioner  who  holds  no  office. 

If  the  argument  of  counsel  had  been  as  fully  reportsd 
as  the  judgment,  we  might  have  then  found  a  complete 
demonstration  that  Mr.  Francis  was  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  this  consideration,  and  that  it  would  have  shewn  the 
absence  of  all  offence. 

The  citation  is  not  in  respect  of  a  refusal  to  join  io 
making  any  rate,  but  the  refusal  to  join  in  making  a  suffi- 
dent  rate  for  necessary  repairs.  The  refusal  to  make  i 
suffkietU  rate  raises  a  direct  implication  that  Mr.  Frands 
was  willing  to  join  in  making  some  rate,  and  that  his  refinsal 
to  join  in  one  which  the  accuser  calls  sufficient,  might  pro- 
ceed from  his  perfect  knowledge  that  it  was  more  then 
sufficient  and  excessive  beyond  its  legitimate  purpose. 

This  appears  to  be  the  natural  meaning  of  the  citation, 
and  if  so,  it  virtually  calls  on  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  do 
what  it  has  uniformly  disclaimed  the  power  to  do, — deter- 

(a)  Stemrd  v.  FrancU,  S  Curt.  223. 
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mine  on  the  amount  of  tssessment  to  be  imposed.  The 
epithets  sufficient  and  necessary  have  possibly  by  some  in- 
advertence changed  places  ;  but  however  placed,  the  word 
sufficient  imports  that  there  is  no  offence,  until  on  inquiry 
the  Court  has  satisfied  itself  that  the  proposed  amount  was 
not  more  than  necessary  for  the  sufficient  reparation  of  the 
church,  and  that  the  parishioner  voted  against  the  amount 
proposed  from  some  improper  motive,  and  in  violation  of 
bis  real  opinion.  The  learned  judge  himself  observes  (p. 
227),  that  if  the  charge  had  been  ''  for  having  wilfully  and 
contumaciously  obstructed,'^  and  that  had  been  the  specific 
offence,  he  should  have  thought  the  charge  had  not  been 
sufficiently  made  out;  but  he  adds,  there  is  a  second 
,  count,  for  contumaciously  refusings  &c.  There  may  be 
some  difficulty  in  reconciling  this  sentence  with  some  lan- 
guage in  the  preceding  paragraphs,  or  with  the  two  modes 
of  charge  in  the  praesertim,  or  to  understand  how  obstruct" 
ing  can  be  less  an  offence  than  refusings  each  act  being 
supposed  wilful  and  contumacious.  But  here  attention 
mast  be  drawn  to  the  citation,  as  it  appears  in  these 
pleadings  (a).  According  to  the  strict  rules  of  criticism, 
at  least  of  legal  criticism,  as  applied  to  instruments  which 
ought  to  shew  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  words  '*  wilfully 
and  contumaciously"  would  appear  to  be  confined  to  the 
obstruction,  and  by  no  means  necessarily  connected  with 
die  refusal.  But  if  they  were,  we  must  examine  the  force 
of  the  word  contumaciously.  To  an  argument  at  the  bar, 
that  there  can  be  no  contumacy  without  a  monition,  a  pre- 
vious monition,  monitione  pramissd,  the  learned  judge 
gives  this  answer,  '*  It  is  said  that  a  person  cannot  be  con- 
tumacious unless  there  has  been  a  monition  issued  against 
him  which  has  been  disobeyed,  and  perhaps  that  has  been 
correctly  argued.  What  then?  The  words  *  contumaciously 
obstruct'  import  that  there  has  been  a  monition,  for  if  con- 
tumacy consist  in  disobeying  a  legal  order,  it  follows  from 
the  use  of   the  word  '  contumacy,'  that  there  has  been 
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(a)  Ante,  p.  78. 
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1844.  such  tn  order  (a)/'  If  the  whole  train  of  circumstances 
necessary  to  make  out  an  offence  must  be  inferred  from 
the  use  of  a  word  which  would  be  inapplicable  unless 
those  circumstances  existed^  the  art  of  criminal  pleading  in 
all  our  Courts  will  be  reduced  within  very  narrow  limits 
indeed. 

''  I  have  also  been  told''  (the  learned  judge  continued) 
''  that  a  party  should  be  excommunicated^  that  being  the 
extent  to  which  the  Court  can  proceed,  in  order  to  compel  a 
parishioner  to  provide  the  necessary  means  of  repairing  the 
church,  and  that  this  cannot  be  done  sine  monitione.  Be  it 
so.  If  no  monition  is  issued^  then  the  Court  will  not  pro- 
ceed, if  that  be  the  law,  to  excommunicate  the  party.  But 
it  is  possible  that  a  monition  may  have  issued,  and  then  the 
party  may  be  liable  to  be  excommunicated ;  or  if  there  has 
been  no  preceding  monition,  then  the  party  may  ha?e  a 
monition  issued  against  him  in  the  course  of  these  pro- 
ceedings (fi).^ 

If  it  is  here  meant  that  a  charge  of  contumacy  in  die 
citation  may  be  established  by  proof  of  acting  inconsist- 
ently with  a  monition  issued  afterwards,  we  can  neither 
assent  to  such  a  proposition,  nor  easily  believe  that  it  ema- 
nated from  the  learned  judge.  It  seems  much  more  pro- 
bably a  misconception  in  the  reporter,  or  an  erratum  of  the 
printer. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  ourselves  bound  to  pronounce 
the  citation  bad  as  describing  no  spiritual  offence,  and  we 
think  it  much  better  for  the  party  to  apply  for  a  prohibition 
in  the  first  stage,  than  after  expense  incurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

(fl)  3  Curt.  226.  (6)  3  Curt.  227. 
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The  Queen  v.  Fearous  O'Connor  and  others,  (a)  ^'^"^^'^^ 

t^ONSPIRACY.    The  indictment  was  removed  into  this  A  count  in 

Court   by  certiorari.     At  the  Lancaster   Spring   Ausizes,  fo/a'^Ssr 

1843,  it  was  tried  before  Rolfe  B ,  when  some  of  the  de-  meanor,  with 

fendants  were  convicted  on  the  fourth  and  fifth  counts,  and  yg^yg  -^  ^Y^^ 

some  (among  whom  was  O'Connor)  on  the  fifth  only.  margin,  charg- 

T?         1  ^  r»  1     •  r  T  •      "^B»  Without 

rourth  count.    ''  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  to  wit.  any  other 

And  thejurors,  &c.  upon  their  oath,  &c.  do  further  present,  *j*'""!|"at°the 

that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  August,  in  the  year  afore-  defendants, 

said,  and  on  divers  otiier  days  and  times,  between  that  day  j^vere  JviT-dis- 

and  the  1st  of  October,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  at  divers  posed  persons, 

places,  divers  evil-disposed  persons  unlawfully  and  tumul-  deavoured  to 

tuousiy  assembled  together,  and  by  violence,  threats  and  excite.her  Ma- 
...*,.  .  I  jestys  subjects 

intimidations,  to  divers  other  persons,  being  then  peaceable  to  disafTection, 

subjects  of  this  realm,  forced  the  said  last  mentioned  sub-  &C;-t°"^^ 
•'  '  ^  bad,  in  arrest 

jects    to  leave   their   occupations   and    employments,   and  of  judgment, 
thereby  impeded  and  stopped  the  labour  employed  in  the  gJatrment^of 

lawful  and  peaceable  carrying  on  by  divers  large  numbers  venue  in  the 

..  r.....  1  r       body  of  the 

of  the  subjects  of  this  realm  of  certain  trades,  manufac-  indictment; 

tures  and  businesses,  and  thereby  caused  great  confusion,  f^?  defect  not 

•^  .  being  cured 

terror  and  alarm,  in  the  minds  of  the  peaceable  subjects  of  by  7  Geo,  4, 

this  realm;  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  Ist  August  in  the  ^^'^o'Jiier 

year  aforesaid,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  count,  with  a 

that  day  and  the   1st  of  October  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  venue  in  the 

the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said  de-  margin,  stated 

'^  .  .  .       .  that  certain 

fendants,  Sec,  together  with  divers  other  evil-disposed  per-  persons  (with- 

sons,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  did  unlawfully  ®"'  t'of  *^la'T^ 

aid,  abet,  assist,  comfort,  support  and  encourage  the  said  unlawfully  and 

evil-disposed  persons  in  this  count  first  mentioned  to  con-  ^^mWcd*  ^ 

tinue  and  persist  in  the  said  unlawful  assemblings,  threats,  &c.;  and  that 

the  defendants 
(a)  Decided  in  Trin.  Term,  1843  (June  7).  (with  a  state- 

ment of  place) 
did  "  unlawfully  aid,  abet,  comfort,  support  and  encourage  the  said  persons  to  continue 
such  unlawful  assemblies.** 

SembU,  that  such  count  would  have  been  bad  at  common  law  for  want  of  statement 
of  venue;  but  held^  in  this  instance,  to  be  the  "  want  of  a  proper  or  perfect  venue,"  and 
therefore  cured  by  7  Geo,  4,  c.  64,  s.  20. 

VOL.  1. — D.  M.  3d 
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1844.     .    intimidations  and  violence,  the  said  impeding  and  stopping 

_^'^^:f^^      of  the  labour  employed  in  the  said  trades,  manufactures 
The  QuBEN  .       . 

V.  and  businesses,  with  intent  thereby  to  cause  terror  and 

OGoNNOE.  i^ijirm  |q  (he  minds  of  the  peaceable  subjects  of  this  realm, 
and  by  means  of  such  terror  and  alarm  violently  and  un- 
lawfully to  cause  and  procure  certain  great  changes  to  be 
made  in  the  constitution  of  this  realm  as  by  law  established, 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown 
and  dignity." 

Fifth.  ''  And  the  jurors,  &c.  upon  their  oath,  8cc.  that 
the  defendants,  together  with  divers  other  evil-disposed 
persons,  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  August  in  the  year  afore- 
said, and  on  divers  other  days  between  that  day  and  the 
1st  October  in  the  year  aforesaid,  unlawfully  did  endea- 
vour to  excite  her  Majesty's  liege  subjects  to  disaifectioo 
and  hatred  of  her  laws,  and  unlawfully  did  endeavour 
to  persuade  and  encourage  the  said  liege  subjects  to 
unite,  confederate  and  agree  to  leave  their  several  and  re- 
spective employments,  and  to  produce  a  cessation  of  la- 
bour throughout  a  large  portion  of  this  realm,  with  intent 
and  in  order  by  so  doing  to  bring  about  and  produce  a 
change  in  the  laws  and  constitution  of  this  realm,  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity." 

Upon  being  brought  up  to  receive  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  in  Easter  Term  (May  4),  a  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  several  defendants, 
who  had  been  convicted  upon  the  above  counts,  by  DundaSt 
Murphy  Serjt,  Bodkin  and  Atherton,  on  the  grounds,  as 
to  count  4,  that  the  averments  in  the  early  part  of  that 
count,  which  were  essential  to  complete  the  statement  of 
the  offence,  were  laid  without  a  venue ;  and  that  the  fiflb 
count  had  no  venue  at  all.  (Other  objections  were  taken 
to  these  two  counts,  which  are  not  reported,  as  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  did  not  proceed  upon  them.) 


EASTER  TERM,  VII  VICT. 
In  Trinity  Term,  1843(a),  cause  was  shewn  against  this 

^  The  QuEBV 

V, 

Sir  F.  Pollock  A.  G.,  Sir  W.  W.  Follelt  S.  G.,  Worthy,  ^'^''"o*- 
Sir  G.  Lewin,  Waddington,  R.  C.  Hildyard  and  fV.  F. 
Pollock.  I.  As  to  the  fourth  count.  The  facts  that  divers 
evil-disposed  persons  assembled  together  in  a  tumultuous 
manner,  and  forced  other  persons  to  leave  their  employ- 
ments, and  impeded  the  labour  carried  on  by  subjects  of 
this  realm  in  certain  trades  and  manufactures,  are  stated 
by  way  of  inducement.  Perhaps  it  would  not  have  been 
necessary  that  such  an  inducement  should  be  laid  with  a 
venue  at  common  law.  But,  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
defect  is  clearly  cured  by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20,  which  pro- 
vides that  no  judgment  for  felony  or  misdemeanor  shall  be 
stayed  or  reversed  "  for  want  of  a  proper  or  perfect  venue." 
The  trial  may  be  had  where  the  substance  of  the  offence 
took  place,  and  the  substance  of  the  offence  here  is,  that 
the  defendants  unlawfully  aided  and  abetted  the  said  evil- 
disposed  persons.  If  the  acts  stated  in  the  indictment  had 
happened  out  of  the  county — which  will  not  be  assumed — 
non  constat  but  that  the  aiding  and  abetting  them  in  this 
county  might  be  an  offence,  provided  it  was  done  with  the 
intent  laid  in  this  indictment.  The  defendants  in  England 
might  aid  and  abet  parties  in  endeavouring  to  procure  ces- 
sation of  labour  here  by  acts  done  in  Ireland  or  France, 
and  this  would  be  an  indictable  offence.  Thus,  where  a 
misdemeanor  is  made  up  of  acts  committed  in  several 
counties,  the  venue  may  be  laid  in  any ;  and  for  this  pur- 
pose, as  laid  down  by  Holroyd  J.  in  Rex  v.  Burdettib), 
'*  the  jury  may  take  cognizance  of  those  facts  done  out  of  their 
county,  for  the  purpose  of  finding  a  defendant  guilty,  not 
only  of  so  much  of  the  crime  as  was  committed  within  the 
county,  but  also  of  the  remainder  of  the  aggregate  charge, 
in  those  cases  where  so  much  of  the  misdemeanor  charged 

(a)  May  26  and  June  3,  coram       Williams  and  Coleridge  Js. 
Lord   Denman  C.  J.,    Patteson,  (b)  4  B.  &  Aid.  95,  138. 
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1844.        as  is  proved  to  have  been  done  within  their  county  is  of 
"^^^"^^^       itself  a  misdemeanor  ;*'  and  the  distinction  in  this  respect 
9.  between  felony  and  misdemeanor  is  observed  upon  in  the 

O'CoHKOB.  game  judgment  (p.  171),  and  in  1  Stark.  Cr.  PI.  «6  (2d  ed). 
The  statute  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20,  applies  wherever  the 
Court  "  appears  by  the  indictment  to  have  jurisdiction  over 
the  offence/*  and  here,  if  a  complete  offence  was  proved 
to  have  been  committed  within  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
namely,  the  aiding  and  abetting  persons,  who  had  been  com- 
mitting a  misdemeanor,  to  persist  in  it,  the  substantive  part 
of  the  charge  does  appear  to  have  been  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  which  tried  the  indictment;  2  Inst.  182, 
Jacobus  Law  Diet,  title  "  Abet,"  M^DanieVs  case  (a);  and 
therefore  if  the  statement  of  the  venue  be  imperfect  it  is 
cured.  That  ^*  aiding  and  abetting"  is  the  substantive 
offence  appears  from  the  analogy  of  the  cases  where  the 
solicitation  to  commit  a  crime  has  been  held  in  itself  a 
complete  offence,  although  the  crime  was  not  in  fact  com- 
mitted :  Rex  V.  Fuller  {b\  Rex  v.  Higgins  (c). 

2.  The  fifth  count  is  undoubtedly  defective  at  commoD 
law,  there  being  no  venue  except  in  the  margin,  which  is 
unconnected  by  words  of  reference  with  the  body  of  the 
indictment.  But  the  statement  of  the  county  in  the  margin 
is  an  *^  improper  or  imperfect  venue,"  and  is  therefore  cured 
by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20,  provided  the  Court  sufficiently 
appear  to  have  had  jurisdiction.  The  venue  is  an  ''  im- 
perfect" statement  that  the  offence  took  place  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster.  And  the  case  therefore  falls  under  the  rule 
adopted  in  civil  actions,  in  construction  of  the  enactment 
of  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  s.  I,  that  judgment  shall  not  be  stayed 
or  reversed  after  verdict,  "  for  that  there  is  no  right  venuei 
so  as  the  cause  were  tried  by  a  jury  of  the  proper  county 
or  place  where  the  action  is  laid:"  Skinner  v.  Gunton{d)t 

(fl)  Foster's  Cr.  Law,  191.  (c)  2  East,  5. 

(6)  1  B.  &  P.  180;   1  Stark.  (<i)  1  Saund.  228. 

Crim.  Pi.  145—148. 
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Tysofi  V.  Paske-(a),  Mellor  v.  Barber  (b),  where  Grose  J.         ^844. 
referred  to  the  observation  of  the  Court  in  House  v.  Hazel-    ^^^  Queen 
toood{c),  "Had    no  venue  been  laid  in  the  body  of  the  v. 

declaration,  reference  must  be  had  to  the  margin^  but  where 
a  proper  venue  is  laid  in  the  body  of  the  declaration,  the 
word  in  the  margin  shall  not  vitiate  it ;  the  county  in  the 
margin  will  help,  but  not  hurt."     So  in  Duncan  v.  Pauen- 
gerid),  the  words  "  then  and  there"  in  the  body  of  the 
declaration  were  held  to  refer  to  the  county  named  in  the 
margin.     If  the  county  in  the  margin  can  then  be  referred 
to,  that  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  venue,  no  other  venue 
beinjg  necessary  since  6  Geo,  4,  c.  50,  s.  13,  by  which  the 
jury  for  the  trial  of  **  any  issue  whatever,  whether  criminal 
or  civil/'  is  to  be  returned  from  the  body  of  the  county. 
Even  in  criminal  cases,  the  marginal  venue,  if  correct,  might 
aid  the  statement  in  the  count,  independently  of  the  statute : 
Anonymous  case  in  Keilway(e),  Leaches  cnse(J'),  Rex  v. 
Builerig),     [Coleridge  J.   Here  there  is  no  statement  of 
venue  in  the  body  of  the  indictment  at  all.     It  could  only 
appear  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  offence,  and 
therefore  the  statute  can  only  have  effect  on  the  assumption 
that  the  jury  would  not  inquire  into  any  facts,  except  such 
as  arose  within  the  locality  stated  in  the  margin.]     When 
jurors  of  a  certain  county  have   found  that  an  offence  has 
been  committed,  it  is  to  be  inferred,  after  verdict,  that  it 
was  committed  within  that  county.     [Patteson  J.   Then  I 
do  not  understand  in  what  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
to  try  the  offence  would  not  appear.]     It  may  be  argued, 
on  the  contrary,  that  there  are  no  cases,  except  such  as  the 
present,   to   which   the  remedial   provision  of  the  statute 
could  apply.     [Coleridge  J.   Suppose  the  count  contained 
some  irregular  statement,  from  which  it  might  be  inferred 
that  the  acts  were  done  in  the  county  notified  in  the  mar- 

(a)  2  Lord  Ra^m.  1812.  (e)  33  b,  pi.  6. 

(6)  3  T.  R.  387.  (/)  Cro.  Jac.  167. 

(c)  Barnes,  483.  (g)  2  Keb.  SOS. 

(d)  8  Bing.  355. 
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gin.]     The  authorities  cited  in  moving  do  not  apply.    In 
Rex  V.  MirUer  Hart  (a),  the  point  was  taken  before  verdict 

Erie,  Dundas,  Baines,  Murphy  Serjt,  Bodkin  and  Ather- 
ton  contr^,  for  different  defendants.     1.  As  to  the  fourth 
count.     If  this  had  been  an  indictment  for  felony,  the  acts 
charged  against  the  defendants  are  such  as  would  have  ren- 
dered them  liable  as  accessories  only.     By  analogy,  there- 
fore, if  the  offence  charged  against  the  principals  is  not 
properly  laid^  the  indictment  cannot  be  supported.    That 
offence  is  the  riotous  assembling  and  impeding  of  labour. 
But  that  is  not  laid  as  having  been  done  at  any  specified 
place.     It  is  therefore  not  properly  laid  as  an  offence;  for 
to  aid  and  abet  parties  out  of  England  in  riotously  assem- 
bling for  the  purpose  of  impeding  labour  here,  cannot  be 
an  offence,  unless  made  so  by  some  statute.     There  may 
no  doubt  be  cases  where  the  act  charged,  though  ancillaryi 
as  it  were,  to  some  act  done  or  to  be  done  by  other  parties, 
is  nevertheless  a  complete  and  substantive  offence;  such 
as  the  soliciting  to  complete  a  crime ;  as  in  Rex  v.  FuUer(b\ 
where  the  soliciting  was  a  statutable  offence.    This  argu- 
ment, therefore,  can  only  be  supported  by  regarding  the 
aiding  and  abetting,  &c.  as  the  substantive  offence,  and  the 
statement  respecting  the  riotous  assemblies  as  mere  induce- 
ment; but   that   is   not  the   case   here.     The  offence  of 
''  aiding  and  abetting"  is  of  necessity  dependent  on  the 
principal  offence,  which  distinguishes  this  from  the  cases 
of  solicitation,  and  from  misdemeanors,  such  as  that  of  en- 
deavouring to  keep  away  a  witness :  Rex  v.  Lady  Lawly{c). 
The  offence  here  may  have  been  committed  without  aoj 
personal    communication   with    the    principal    offenders: 
M* Daniek' C2Lse  {d).    [Paiteson  J,  '' Support  and  encou- 
rage" seem  to  imply  some  personal  assistance  to  the  prin- 
cipal offenders  in  what  they  were  doing.] 

Next,  the  riotous  assembling,  &c.  are  at  all  events  mate- 


(fl)  6  C.  &  P.  1«3. 
(b)  1  B.  &  p.  180. 


(c)  Fitzgib.  128,  «63. 
id)  Foster's  Cr.  Law,  l«l. 
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rial  facts ;  and  in  every  indictment  the  ''  time  and  place         1844. 
ought  to  be  repeated  to  every  material  fact:"  Com.  Dig. 
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Indictment,  (G.  2),  and  the  cases  there  cited :  The  Lady     ^    v. 
RusseVs  case  (a).  Rex  v.  Haynes^b),  Boche's  case(c),  Mel- 
lor  V.  Walker  {d)^  and  the  reason  appears  in  2  Hawk.  P.  C. 
book  2,  c.  25. 

Nor  does  the  analogy  of  civil  cases  hold,  the  statutes  of 
jeofails  being  confined  to  civil  matters.  The  marginal 
venue  refers  simply  to  the  presentment  of  the  jurors :  2 
Hale^s  P.  C.  l65;  and  the  mention  of  place  in  the  body  of 
the  indictment  will  not  refer  to  it  in  criminal  cases,  though 
it  may  help  the  want  of  averments  in  a  declaration  :  Ha- 
mond^s  case(e).  Rex  v.  Yarrington{f),  Collins  v.  Gold- 
smith {g).  Rex  V.  Connop  (A),  Shelley  v.  Wright  (i).  Rex  v. 
Butler  {k),  cited  on  the  other  side,  shews  that  the  marginal 
venue  cannot  be  incorporated  with  the  body  of  the  in- 
dictment without  words  of  reference.  See  also  Reg.  v. 
Rhodes  (/),  Anonymous  case  (iw),  Rex  v.  Burridge(n),  Rex 
V.  Kilderby  {o)\  and  Rex  v.  Minter  Hart(p)  is  to  the  same 
effect,  for  the  objection,  not  having  been  raised  by  demurrer, 
must  be  taken  to  have  had  the  same  effect  as  if  after  verdict. 
The  statute  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20,  being  framed  to  meet 
the  case  of  an  *'  imperfect"  or  **  improper"  statement  of 
venue,  cannot  apply  where  the  defect  is  the  absence  of 
any  statement  as  to  the  substantive  offence,  or  even  as  to  a 
material  fact. 

5.  As  to  the  fifth  count,  the  same  observations  apply 
with  additional  force,  there  being  no  statement  of  venue 
whatever,  either  to  the  substantive  offence  or  the  ''  aiding 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  17.  (i)  2  Com  Rep.  562. 

(6)  4  Mau.  &  S.  214;  1  Stark.  {k)  2  Keb.  303. 

Crim.  PI.,  2d  ed.,  p.  62.  (/)  2  Lord  Rayno.  886. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  200.  (iw)  2  Lord  Raym.  1304. 

(</)  S  Wms.  Saund.  59,  note  3.  (n)  3  P.  Wms.  496. 

(e)  Cro.  Eliz.  751.  (o)  1  Wms.  Saund.  308,  note  1, 

(/)  2  Keb.  302.  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

ig)  1  Bulst.  205,  n.  (/?)  6  C.  &  P.  123. 
(A)  4  A.  &  £1.  942. 
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1844.        and  abetting/'  unless  that  in  the  margin  can  be  imported 

-^Q  without  an>  words  of  reference  (cr). 

V.  Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

O'ComioB. 

Lord  DfiffMAN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.— : We  are  now  to  dispose  of  the  objections  arising 
from  the  want  of  a  venue.  None  is  stated  in  the  fifth  count, 
and  at  common  law  it  is  plainly  a  bad  count  for  that  reason. 
Every  material  fact  must  be  stated  with  time  and  place,  in 
order  that  the  grand  jury  may  appear  to  have  jurisdiction 
to  find  the  bill,  and  also  that  the  petty  juiy  may  be  drawn 
from  the  proper  county  to  try  the  case.  This  is  laid  down 
in  all  the  books  and  authorities  cited  at  the  bar,  and  indeed 
the  count  was  scarcely  defended  at  the  bar  as  good  at  com- 
mon law,  neither  containing  any  venue  within  itself,  nor 
referring  to  the  county  written  in  the  margin. 

Recourse  must  then  be  had  to  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c  64, 
8.  20,  enacting  that  no  judgment  after  verdict  or  confession 
or  default  shall  be  stayed  "  for  want  of  a  proper  or  perfect 
venue,  provided  it  shall  appear  by  the  indictment  that  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  offence." 

Now  whether  the  total  omission  of  a  venue  can  be  con- 
sidered as  cured  by  those  words,  or  whether  they  are  to  be 
confined  to  cases  where  some  venue  is  stated,  though  im- 
perfectly or  improperly,  in  either  case  the  condition  on 
which  the  remedy  is  given  by  stat.  7  Geo.  4  is,  that  the  Court 
shall  appear  by  the  indictment  to  have  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  offence. 

If  this  means  local  jurisdiction,  the  fifth  count  does  not 
shew  it,  for  no  place  is  mentioned  in  the  body  of  it,  and 
we  cannot,  as  already  stated,  import  into  it  for  this  pur- 
pose the  county  noted  in  the  margin,  as  has  been  done  in 
civil  actioQi.  To  hold  this,  would  be  to  say,  as  was  said 
by  the  Solicitor-General,  that,  whenever  a  grand  jury  of  any 

(a)  They  also  cited  Rex  v.  StoU,  Justice,  383  (ed.  D'Oy.  &  Wms.), 
as  reported  in  2  East,  P.  C.  753,  as  to  which,  see  the  otwervatioiu 
780,  and  Rex  v.  Frater,  3  Bum's      of  the  Court  in  the  judgment. 
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county  has  found  a  bill  of  indictment  for  a  crime  cognizable 
under  the  commission,  a  trial  which  takes  place  upon  it  in 
that  county  must  be  good  after  verdict,  though  the  indict- 
ment may  not  shew  the  Court  to  have  any  local  jurisdiction 
over  the  offence,  on  which  condition  only  the  defect  is 
cured  by  the  statute. 

The  argument  drawn  from  stat.  16  &.  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  and 
stat.  4  Afine,  c.  16,  was  that,  as  in  civil  actions  the  total 
omission  of  a  venue  is  cured  by  the  former,  under  the  words 
"  for  want  of  a  right  venue,**  so  the  total  omission  of  venue 
in  criminal  cases  may  be  cured  by  7  Geo.  4,  under  the  words 
*'  for  want  of  a  proper  or  perfect  venue." 

But  the  defect  cured  in  civil  actions  is  not  the  total 
omission  of  venue,  but  a  wrong  venue,  and  it  is  cured  by 
the  statute  Car.,  if  "  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  of  the 
proper  county,  where  the  action  is  laid."  Now  the  action 
in  every  civil  case  is  laid  in  the  county  stated  in  the  margin, 
and  if  the  trial  take  place  in  that  county  the  condition  is 
fulfilled.  By  4  Anne,  c.  l6,  the  remedy  is  extended  to  cases 
of  judgment  by  default;  all  the  defects  which  would  have  been 
cured  by  any  of  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  in  case  a  verdict 
of  twelve  men  had  been  given  in  such  action,  being  ex- 
pressly cured  by  the  2d  section  of  that  statute.  To  bear 
any  analogy  to  these  statutes,  the  7  Geo.  4  should  have 
cured  defects  of  venue  where  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury 
of  the  county  in  which  the  indictment  is  preferred. 

The  venue  in  the  margin  may  shew  this,  but  certainly 
does  not  make  the  indictment  shew  that  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  offence,  unless  it  be  specially  referred 
to  in  the  body  of  the  indictment. 

The  distinction  between  civil  and  criminal  cases  in  this 
respect  has  been  established  in  so  many  cases,  that  it  is 
impossible  for  this  Court  to  overlook  or  neglect  it :  Reg.  v. 
Rhodes  {a).  Lent hal's  case  {b).  Rex  v.  Burridge{c)  and  Rex 
V.  Fossett(d)  there  cited.     Other  cases  were  referred  to  in 
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(a)  3  Lord  Raym.  886. 
lb)  Cro.  Eliz.  137. 


(c)  S  P.  Wms.  439,  496. 
{d)  3  P.  Wms.  497. 
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the  argument.  It  follows  then,  as  the  Court  cannot  con- 
nect the  body  of  the  indictment  with  the  margin  in  this 
case,  for  want  of  such  special  reference^  that  it  does  not 
appear  bj^  the  indictment  that  the  Court,  where  the  indict- 
ment was  found,  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  defect  is  not 
cured  by  the  statute  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20. 

The  Court  has  considered  whether  the  words  of  that 
statute  may  not  admit  of  a  different  and  a  wider  meaning, 
viz.  that  the  offence  shall  appear  to  be  of  such  a  nature 
that  the  Court  has  authority  to  try  it,  and  a  strong  argu- 
ment in  favour  of  this  construction  arose  from  the  apparent 
impossibility  of  giving  effect  to  the  words  in  any  other 
manner.  But  we  are  satisfied  that  such  is  not  the  case, 
and  are  convinced  that  defects  of  venue  are  not  intended  to 
be  cured,  unless  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  in  respect 
of  locality,  is  made  to  appear. 

One  consideration  is  decisive  on  this  point.  Persons 
accused  might  be  punished  for  offences  committed  in 
another  realm,  if  the  quality  of  the  offence  alone  gave  juris* 
diction.     This  clearly  was  never  intended. 

Mr.  Dundai  referred  to  a  case  reported  not  quite  cor- 
rectly in  the  last  edition  of  Burti*s  Justice  (a).  (It  is  also 
reported  in  I  Moodys  Crown  Cases  (6).)  1  now  hold  the 
very  case  on  which  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  was  taken, 
and  a  copy  of  the  indictment  itself.  The  prisoner  was  tried 
for  bigamy  at  the  Old  Bailey  in  183S.  The  first  marriage 
was  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  Kent,  the  second  in 
Surrey.  He  was  alleged  to  have  been  apprehended  on  a 
day  named,  but  of  the  place  or  county  in  which  he  was 
apprehended  no  mention  was  made.  The  conviction  was 
held  bad,  the  felony  being  proved  in  Surrey,  while  the 
venue  in  the  margin  was  Middlesex.  But  no  suggestion 
was  offered  that  Middlesex  could  be  drawn  from  the 
margin  into  the  body  of  the  averment  of  his  apprehension, 
though  that  would  have  unquestionably  cured  the  defect. 

(a)    Rex  V.   Fraser,  3   Burn's  (6)  P.  407. 

Just.  483  (ed.  D'Oy.  &  Wins.). 
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Nor  did  it  occur  to  any  one  that  the  conviction  could  be 
upheld  by  the  offence  of  bigamy  being  such  a  one  as  falls 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  objection  on  the  score  of  omitting  a  local  venue  is 
not  merely  technical,  but  is  real  and  important.  For  the 
allegation  of  material  facts  as  occurring  in  the  county,  is 
not  only  that  which  alone  authorizes  the  grand  jury  to  en- 
tertain the  bill  of  indictment,  and  generally  empowers  the 
Court  to  proceed  against  the  offenders,  but  is  also  the 
the  sheriff's  warrant  to  summon  the  petty  jury,  who  must 
pass  between  the  crown  and  the  prisoner.  In  case  of  an 
indictment  against  witnesses  for  perjury,  their  trial  might 
be  greatly  embarrassed,  and  perhaps  justice  defeated,  where 
the  jury  should  appear  to  have  been  empannelled  to  try 
without  authority.  To  make  the  act  of  trying  confer  the 
right,  without  some  express  provision  against  those  conse- 
quences, would  be  a  change  so  violent  that  we  cannot 
believe  it  to  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  judgment  on  the  fifth 
count  must  be  arrested. 

An  objection  was  also  taken  to  the  fourth  count  on  the 
score  of  venue,  a  material  fact  being  alleged  without  place. 

Stoit^s  case,  reported  in  2  East's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  (a), 
was  thought  to  bear  directly  on  this  doctrine,  and  was  not 
successfully  distinguished  in  the  argument.  But  the  roaster 
of  the  Crown  Office  has  found  the  paper  book  in  that  case, 
on  which  Mr.  J.  Ashurst  took  his  note  of  the  argument 
conducted  by  Lord  Abinger  on  the  one  side  and  the  late 
Mr.  Justice  Vaughan  on  the  other,  in  Michaelmas  Term, 
179B.  The  indorsement  of  that  learned  judge  intimates 
that  the  case  stood  for  further  argument.  The  prisoner 
was  convicted  in  April,  and  then  sentenced  to  twelve 
months'  imprisonment,  more  than  half  of  which  had  ex- 
pired before  the  argument,  and  there  is  every  reason  to 
suppose  that  Sir  E.  H.  East  is  mistaken  in  reporting  that 
case  as  decided.  Indeed  he  himself  intimates  (6)  that,  if 
(a)  2  East's  P.  C.  751,  753,  780.  (b)  P.  753. 
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there  was  error  in  the  sentence,  it  might  possibly  have  been 
amended  by  being  changed  into  transportation  for  four- 
teen yearsy  and  that  the  prisoner's  counsel  was  aware  of 
the  danger  that  might  attend  the  success  of  his  argument. 

We  think,  however,  that  here  the  statute  7  Geo.  4  applies 
a  remedy,  as  the  conduct  imputed  as  criminal  to  defendants 
is  stated  with  a  venue. 

The  count  avers  unlawful  assemblies  at  divers  places 
not  named,  as  introductory  of  the  charge  against  defend- 
ants, which  is  the  aiding  and  assisting  persons  to  continue 
the  said  assemblies,  and  that  aiding  and  assisting  is  laid  iu 
Lancashire.  The  Court,  therefore,  has  a  venue,  though 
an  imperfect  one,  because  the  introductory  averment  of  a 
material  fact  is  without  place,  but  the  charge  against  the 
prisoners  has  a  venue  and  refers  to  the  former  part  of  the 
count,  which  former  part  may,  therefore,  be  fairly  said  to 
have  an  imperfect  venue,  and  as  the  offence  is  laid  with  a 
proper  venue  the  Court  appears  by  this  count  to  have  juris- 
diction over  it. 

We  are  hence  of  opinion  that  this  count  may  be  sup- 
ported by  force  of  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  notwithstanding  the  ob* 
jections  to  its  venue. 

Judgment  arrested  on  the  fifth  count. 

In  the  same  term  (June  9)  counsel  for  the  defendants 
were  further  heard  in  support  of  their  rule,  in  reply  to  the 
argument  for  the  crown  on  shewing  cause  as  to  the  other 
objections  to  the  fourth  count,  but  no  judgment  has  been 
given. 


Robertson  and  another  v.  Struth. 

Debt.  The  declaration  stated  that  judgment  had  been  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintiffs  at  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature 
of  the  island  of  St.  Vincent's,  on  the  18th  April,  1843,  against 
the  defendant  for  812/,  10s.  Sd.  sterling,  for  their  damages 


Tuetdayy 
April  30. 

In  a  declara- 
tion in  debt 
on  the  judg- 
ment of  a 
foreign  Court, 
it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state 
that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  or  the  caase 
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sustained  by  occasioo  of  the  non- performance  of  certain         1844. 
promises  and  undertakings  of  the   plaintiffs^  and  by  the 
said  courts  there   to  the  plaintiffs  adjudged,  whereof  the  v. 

defendant  was  convicted,  as  by  the  record  and  proceeding  Struth. 
thereof  remaining  in  the  said  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature 
in  the  island  of  St.  Vincent  fully  appears  ;  and  which  said 
judgment  still  remains  in  that  behalf  in  full  force,  8cc.,  and 
not  in  anywise  satisfied,  reversed,  &c. ;  and  plaintiffs  have 
not  obtained  any  satisfaction,  &c.,  by  means  of  which  said 
several  premises  defendant  then  became  liable  to  pay 
plaintiffs  the  said  sum,  &c.,  so  adjudged  to  them,  8cc., 
whereby  and  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  thereof  an 
action  hath  accrued,  &c. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Martin  for  the  defendant  contended  that  the  declaration 
was  bad,  because  it  did  not  shew  that  the  Court  had  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  defendant ;  that  it  contained  no  aver- 
ment of  his  having  been  at  any  time  in  the  island,  or  that 
the  cause  of  action  accrued  there.  He  cited  Collett  v. 
Lord  Keith  {a),  Ferguson  v.  Mahon  (i). 

Bovill  contr^,  contended  that  the  declaration  followed 
the  usual  and  approved  form,  and  cited  2  Chitty  on 
Pleading,  7th  ed.  p.  305,  Cowan  v.  Braidwood  {c),  O^Cal' 
laghan  v.  Marchioness  Thomond{d),  Peacock  v.  Belize), 
Pigge  V.  Gardner  (/ ). 

Martin  in  reply.  [Wightman,  J.  The  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Jamaica  in  an  action  for  a  debt  has  been  held  to 
be  primi  facie  evidence  of  the  debt,  "  though  it  is  compe- 
tent to  the  defendant  to  impeach  the  justice  of  the  judg- 
ment, by  shewing  it  to  have  been  irregularly  or  unduly 

(a)  2  East.  260.  (d)  3  Taunt,  82. 

(6)  11  A.  &  E.   179;  <S.  C.  3          (e)  1  Saund.  73. 

P.  &  D.  143.  (/)  1  Lev.  208. 
(c)  1  M.  &  Gr.  882. 
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1844.  obtained  :*'  Lord  Mansfield  io  Walker  v.  Walker  (a),  refer- 
ring to  Sinclair  v.  Fra$er{b\  cited  in  The  Duchess  of 
Kingston's  case  (c).] 

Per  Curiam  (d).  Judgment  for  defendant. 

(a)  1  Doug.  1.  (<0  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Paite- 

(b)  1  Doug.  4,  6.  son,  Willidms  and  Wigkiwtan  Js. 

(c)  80  Hoirell's  St.  Tr.  46a 


Lucas  and  others,  executors  of  Rose,  v.  Jones. 

Covenant.      The   declaration   set  out  the   title  of 

Mt^idih,      Thomas  Weatherby  Marriott  to  certain  premises  in  fee, and 

ThefoUowiog   \hvX  Marriott ^  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  June,  1831,  demised  by 

waTtendered    io^®"^"*'®  ^^  defendant,  bis  executors,  &c.,  the  said  pre- 

bj  defendant     mises  for  twenty-one  years,  from  25th  March  then  last,  at 

pteaofpay-      '^®   rent  of  57/.    l6s.   payable  quarterly,  that  defendant 

mentofreotto  covenanted  to  pay  such  rent,  and  entered  on  the  premises. 
M.:"Mr.Jofiei  .  . 

(defendant)      The  declaration  then  stated  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 

offthf s'llmof  ^^'^  ^*y'  ^^^^'  Marriott  appointed  the  premises  to 
75^  from  bis  J.  H  Mair,  and  Rose  the  testator,  in  fee.  It  then  set  out 
S^fi^^e'^*'*'^  the  death  of  Mair  on  5th  April,  1836,  leaving  Rose  sur- 
quarter's  rent    viving,  who  continued  seised  of  the  premises  to  his  death. 

of  bis  house,  I    rr»,  ,        .  ,        ,.^  -     r*  i  «_  •        ^^> 

hereby  dis-        ^  hat  during  the  life  of  Rose,  a  large  sum,  &c.,  to  wit,  80/., 

cbai^e  the  g^^^,  ^^^^  f^,.  g^^  quarters  became  due  by  defendant  to 
same  rent  till  * 

the  24th  day       Rose. 

The  instru^^  Plea,  payment  by  defendant  to,  and  acceptance  by  Mar- 
ment  was  riott,  of  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  &c.,  in  satisfaction  and  dis- 
tlie^mortgage  *  ^^^^E^  of  the  sum  claimed,  with  an  averment  that  at  the 
debt  in  ques-  time  of  the  payment,  defendant  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
tion  was  due         .,  ^^.  .,«#.  >••  i 

from  M.  to       of  the  transfer  of  the  reversion  by  Marriott  to  Mair  and 

and  "he°^a    r   ^^^  testator  Rose,  or  of  any  title,  interest  or  authority,  of 

bad  been  deli-  Mair  and  Rose,  of,  in,  or  to  the  said  reversion,  or  of,  in,  or 
vered  by  Af . 

to  defendant  as  a  settlement  of  account  It  was  stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp,  with  oo 
denomination,  and,  appearing  to  have  been  affixed  more  than  one  month  after  the  signing 
and  delivery  of  the  paper :  Held,  inadmissible,  as  being  a  receipt  within  55  Geo.  3,  c. 
184,  and  consequently  not  stamped  in  time. 
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to  the  moneys  so  paid  by  defendant  to  Marriott,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  so  defendant  in  fact  saith,  that  no  part  of 
the  said  80/.  in  the  declaration  mentioned  ever  became  or 
was  due  or  owing  by  defendant  to  Rose  in  manner  and 
form,  8cc.     Verification. 

Replication,  that  defendant  did  not  pay  to  Marriott,  nor 
did  Marriott  accept  or  receive  the  monies  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned in  satisfaction  and  discharge,  See.,  in  manner  and 
form,  &c.y  issue  tendered  and  joined. 

There  were  other  issues  of  fact. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  before  PattesonJ.  The  following 
facts  were  proved  by  the  defendant  in  support  of  his  plea. 
That  in  July,  1841,  Marriott  was  indebted  to  the  defendant 
in  a  sum  greater  than  the  amount  of  five  quarters'  rent  due 
from  defendant,  which  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  pre- 
mises of  Marriott,  That  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement, 
between  Marriott  and  the  defendant,  that  the  arrears  of 
rent  should  be  set  off  against  the  mortgage  debt,  the  fol- 
lowing paper  was  signed  by  Marriott,  and  handed  to  the 
defendant. 

"  Mr.  Jones  having  written  off  the  sum  of  721.  3s,  9d, 
from  his  mortgage  debt,  being  five  quarters'  rent  of  his 
house,  I  hereby  discharge  the  same  rent  to  the  24th  July, 
1841." 

This  paper  was  tendered  in  evidence  for  the  defendant. 
It  was  stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp,  without  any  denomination, 
and  with  an  indorsement  by  the  commissioners  of  stamps 
to  the  effect  that  it  had  been  affixed,  on  payment  of  a 
penalty,  more  than  a  month  after  the  date  of  the  instrument. 
Counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  document  was 
inadmissible,  inasmuch  as  in  order  to  prove  the  plea  it 
must  be  treated  as  a  receipt.  That  it  came  also  within  the 
definition  of  a  receipt  in  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c,  184, 
*^  any  note,  memorandum,  or  writing  whatever,  given  to 
any  person  for  or  upon  the  payment  of  money,  whereby 
any  sum  of  money,  debt,  or  demand,  or  any  part  of  any 
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debt  or  demand  therein  specified,  and  amounting  to  2L  or 
upwards,  shall  be  expressed  or  acknowledged  to  have  been 
paid,  settled,  balancedi  or  otherwise  discharged  or  satisfied, 
&c.'*  That,  although  the  stamp  of  1/.  is  greater  than  that 
required  for  a  receipt  for  money  of  this  amount,  yet  the 
provision  of  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  10,  that  instruments 
stamped  with  stamps  of  improper  denomination,  but  equal 
or  greater  value  with  or  than  the  regular  stamps,  shall  be 
deemed  valid,  does  not  apply,  because  by  35  Geo.  3,  c.  55, 
ss.  8,  10|  11,  receipts  must  be  stamped  within  a  month 
after  execution.  The  learned  judge  received  the  document 
in  evidence ;  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  that  issue. 

Jervis  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  following  term  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  reception  of 
this  document,  against  which 


Piatt  and  Barstow  now  shewed  cause. 


Jervis  contrsL 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  was  the  purport  of  the  agree- 
ment, between  Marriott  and  the  defendant,  that  the  writing 
off  the  mortgage  debt  was  to  be  considered  as  money. 
The  instrument  therefore  was  a  receipt  or  discharge  given 
on  the  payment  of  money,  and  not  stamped  in  time. 

Patteson  J. — There  is  no  doubt  that  instruments  which 
purport  merely  to  admit  a  settlement  at  a  former  time,  may 
operate  as  admissions  only,  and  not  receipts.  But  this 
instrument  evidences  a  payment  made  at  the  time.  And 
the  provision  in  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  10,  which  might  have 
applied  if  the  instrument  had  been  stamped  before  exe- 
cution, or  within  a  month  after  it,  on  payment  of  a  penalty, 
will  not  remedy  the  defect  where  the  stamp  is  aflixed  more 
than  a  month  after  execution. 

Williams  and  Wightman  Js.  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 
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The  Queen  v.  Richards,  Bird  and  others.  Monday, 

A  April  29. 

HABEAS  Corpus  issued  in  this  term, commanding  the  The  return 

keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Leicester  to  bring  up  Jo  a  writ  of 

,  r  1        habeas  corpus 

the  bodies  of  Joseph  Richards,  John  Bird,  James  Walker  stated  that, 

and    William   Bird,  committed  and  detained  in  the  said  °"  ^.^^^  .^i!?^ 

Apnl,  1844, 

prison,  with  the  days  and  causes  of  their  being  detained,  &c.  the  prisoner 
The  keeper  returned  as    follows :— "  Leicestershire  to  by  V'wTr^u'^ 

wit     I,  John  Allen,  the  keeper,  &c,,  do  certify  and  return,  of  comrait- 
A  1./.  I  .  ri  'I'l'     ment  under 

&€.,  that,  before  the  coming  to  me  of  the  said  writ,  that  is  (^e  hand  and 

to  say,  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  a.d.  1844,  .7.  Walker  and  seal  of  H.B., 
«/    o.  J   •       .  1  J  II  a  justice,  &c., 

It.  Btrd,  in  the  same  writ  also  named,  were  severally  com-  dated  the  said 

mitted  to  my  custody  by   virtue  of  a  certain  warrant  of  ^    .j  ^  Sfj^^ 
commitment,  the  tenor  of  which  is  as  follows," — "  Leices-  return  then  set 
tershire  to  wit.     To  the  constable  of  Worthington  in  the  ^"itment^^rT- 
said  county,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  citing  a  con- 
Leicester,  in  the  said  county.     Whereas  information  and  offence  against 

complaint  hath  been   made   before   me  William   Wootten  ^^^^'  ^  ^f^*  ^* 

...  .      c.  34,  8.  3, 

Abney,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  which  was  bad 

and  for  the  said  county,  by  Benjamin  Walker,  of  Worthing-  of  i^t*^  anTthen 

ton,  in  the  said  county,  coal  master,  upon  the  oath  of  the  went  on  to 

said  B.  Walker,  against  J.   Walker  and  W.  Bird,  late  of  aSwaSs'and 

Worthington  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  colliers  to  the  whilst  the  pri- 

said  B.  Walker  at  his  Smorle  colliery,  that  they  the  said  J.  in  custody  the 

Walker  and  W,  Bird  have,  in  their  said  service,  severally  sanoejustice 

•^   caused  to  be 
been  guilty  of  a  certain  misconduct,  misdemeanor,  miscar-  delivered  to 

riage  and  ill  behaviour  towards  him  the  said  B.  Walker,  in  '^'^  gf^*®*" 

°  ^  '        another  war- 

that  they  the  said  J.  Walker  and  W,  Bird,  having  severally  rant  of  corn- 
entered  into  their  service,  have  severally  therein  not  ful-  ting  it  out  at" 

filled  their  contract,  by  having,  at  the  township  of  Worth-  length,  by 

•  'J  1^11  ..*...  which  it  ap- 

mgton  m  the  said  county,  on  the  4th  day  of  April  instant,  peared  that 

severally  neglected  their  work  in  such  service  contrary  to  ^®  pnsoner 
•^       **  •'  was  commit- 

the  statute  (a).     And  whereas  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  ted  by  the 

same  justice 
(a)  4  Geo,  4,  c.  34,  s.  3.  on  the  same 

day  and  for 
the  same  offence.     Held,  that  the  second    warrant  of  commitment  being   valid    the 
prisoner  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge, 

VOL.  I. — D,  M.  3  E 
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1844.         1  have  duly  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both 
^^"^"^^^       the    said  parties   touching  the   matter  of  the    said   com- 
9.  plamty   and,    upon   due   consideration    bad    thereof j   have 

Richards,     adjudged  and   determined   that  they  the  said   J.    Walker 
and  IV.  Bird  have   in   their  said  service   severally  been 
guilty  of  a  certain  misconduct,  misdemeaoory  towards  the 
said  B,    Walker,   in  that  they   the  said  J.   Walker  and 
W,  Birdf  having  severally  entered  into  their  said  service, 
have  severally  therein  not  fulfilled  their  said  contract,  by 
having,    at    the    township,   op,   severally  neglected   their 
work  in  such  service,  contrary  to  the  statute  (a).     And  I 
do  therefore  convict  them  the  said  J.  Walker  and  W.  Bird 
of   the   said    offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  (a)  in 
that  case.     These  are,  therefore,  to  command  you  the  said 
constable  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  J.  Walker  and  W. 
Bird  to  the  said  house  of  correction  at  Leicester  aforesaid, 
and  to  deliver  them  to  the  keeper  thereof  together  with 
this  warrant.     And   I  do  hereby  command  you  the  said 
keeper  to  receive  the  said  J.  Walker  and   W.  Bird  into 
your  custody  in  the  said  house  of  correction,  there  severally 
to  remain  and  severally  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the 
space  of  three  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  for  your  so 
doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant.     Given  under 
my    hand    and    seal    the   8th   day   of  April,   A.  p.    1844. 
William  Wootten  Abney'^  (l.s.)     "  And  I  do  further  cer- 
tify," &c.      The  return  then  certified  that  on  the  same  8th 
of  April,  1844,  J.  Richards  and  J.  Bird,  in  the  same  writ 
named,  were  severally  committed  to  the  keeper's  custody, 
by  virtue  of  a  certain  warrant  of  commitment  set  forth  in 
the  return,  and  exactly  like  the  preceding,  except  in  the 
names  of  the  parties  committed.     It  then  proceeded  as 
follows : — 

^' And  that  afterwards  and  whilst  the  said  J.  Walker,  W, 
Bird,  J.  Richards  and  J.  Bird  were  respectively  so  in  my 
custody,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  a.  d.  1844, 
the  said  W.  W,  Ahney  caused  to  be  delivered  to  me  a 
certain  other  warrant  of  commitment,  the  tenor  of  which  is 

(fl)  4  G^o.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3. 
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as  follows^-**''  Leicestershire  to  wit.     To  all  and  every  the         I8i4. 
constable  and  other  officers  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county    »,.    ^ 
whom  these  may  concern,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  v. 

of  correction  at  Leicester  in  the  said  county.  These  are  in  ^'^h^*^"- 
her  Majesty's  name  to  command  you  and  every  of  you  the 
said  officers  forthwith  to  convey  and  deliver  into  the  custody 
of  the  said  keeper  the  body  of  J.  Walker,  late  of  Worth- 
ington  in  the  said  county,  collier,  being  convicted  before 
me  fV.  W.  Abnejfj  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  upon  the  evidence  on 
oath  of  JB.  Walker i  of  Coleorton  in  the  said  county,  for  that 
he  the  said  J.  Walker  did  contract  with  the  said  B.  Walker 
to  serve  him  in  the  capacity  of  a  collier  for  an  indefinite 
period,  determinable  nevertheless  on  either  of  the  said 
contracting  parties  giving  to  the  other  fourteen  days' 
previous  notice  of  his  intention  to  determine  the  said 
contract,  and  that  the  said  J.  Walker  did  enter  into  the 
services  of  the  said  i3.  Walker,  and  did  continue  to  serve 
him  the  said  B.  Walker,  and  to  be  employed  by  him  as  a 
collier,  under  and  according  to  the  said  contract,  at  the 
township  of  Worthington  in  the  said  county  of  Leicester, 
so  being  then  and  there  in  the  service  of  him  the  said  JB. 
Walker  as  a  collier,  until  the  4th  day  of  April  instant,  and, 
the  term  of  the  said  contract  being  then  subsisting  and  in- 
complete, hi  the  said  J.  Walker  did  misconduct  and  mis- 
demean  himself  in  his  said  service,  to  wit,  did  neglect  his 
work  and  refuse  to  go  to  it  on  being  requested  by  the  said 
JB.  Walker  so  to  do,  whereby  divers  other  persons  em- 
ployed in  the  same  pit  were  prevented  from  proceeding 
with  their  ordinary  employment,  and  the  said  B.  Walker 
sustained  great  damage  and  loss,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case,  for  which  said  offence  I, 
the  said  justice,  have  ordained  and  adjudged  the  said  /. 
Walker  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at 
Leicester  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  there  kept  to 
hard  labour  for  the  space  of  three  months,  and  you  the  said 
keeper  are  hereby  required  to  receive  the  same  J.  Walker 
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into  your  prison,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  for  the  afore- 
said term  of  three  months,  and  during  that  time  to  be  kept 
to  hard  labour,  and  for  your  so  doing  this  shall  be  to  you 
and  every  of  you  a  sufficient  warrant.  Given  under  my 
hand  and  seal  at  Swepstone,  in  the  said  county  of  Lei- 
cester,  this  8th  day  of  April,  a.d.  1844.  William  fVootten 
Abney,^'  (l.s.)  **  And  also  a  certain  other  warrant  of  com- 
mitmenty  8cc."  The  return  then  set  out  three  other  war* 
rants  precisely  similar,  except  in  the  names  of  the  parties 
committed,  against  W.  Bird,  J.  Richards  and  J.  Bird, 
"  and  that  the  said  J.  Walker,  in  the  first  warrant  men- 
tioned, is  the  same  J.  Walker  as  in  the  third  warrant 
mentioned.*'  (The  return  then  identified  the  other  three 
parties  respectively  with  those  mentioned  in  the  former 
warrants.)  ''And  these  are  the  causes  of  detaining  the 
said  J.  Walker,  whose  bodies  I  have  here  ready  as  by  the 
said  writ  I  am  commanded." 

*^  The  answer  of  J.  Allen,  keeper  of  the  house  of  cor- 
rection." 


Bodkin,  Fry  and  Huddleston  for  the  prisoners.  The 
return  states  a  detainer  by  virtue  of  two  warrants,  each 
stating  a  conviction  of  two  of  the  prisoners  ;  it  also  returns 
four  separate  warrants  of  commitment,  each  applicable  to  a 
single  prisoner.  These  four  severally  contain  the  recital  of 
a  conviction,  but  are  not  convictions  themselves.  The  two 
former  warrants  must  be  treated  as  the  convictions,  and  that 
the  intention  of  the  justice  is  to  substitute  warrants  of  com- 
mitment free  from  objection  for  those  which  are  informal. 
In  that  case,  he  ought  to  have  withdrawn  the  former  war- 
rants. In  Re  Elmy  and  Sawyer,  {a)  there  the  party  had 
been  convicted  in  a  penalty  under  statute  3  Sc  4  Will.  4,  c. 
53,  and  committed  till  he  should  pay  the  forfeiture.  The 
gOth  section  of  that  act  empowered  the  justices  to  amend 
the  conviction  or  warrant  of  commitment,  whether  before 
or  after  conviction.     The  former  warrant,  which  was  in- 


(a)  1  Ad.  &  £11.  843. 
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formal,  had  been  withdrawn  from  the  gaoler  and  another 
substituted,  but  it  did  not  appear  by  whom.  The  Court 
there  would  not  presume  from  the  facts  returned  on  the 
warrant  that  the  second  warrant  was  substituted  by  the 
justices  as  an  amendment  of  the  firsts  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  given  by  the  act,  and  discharged  the  prisoners* 
There,  there  was  a  power  to  amend  an  erroneous  convic- 
tion given  by  statute^  but  here  there  is  no  such  power.  The 
erroneous  convictions,  therefore,  are  not  amendable  by  the 
justice  :  Rogers  v.  Joues(a),  But  it  is  clear  that  they  are 
not  sustainable  as  convictions.  [This  was  admitted  by 
WhiiehursL]  Then  the  detainer  can  only  be  supported  by 
the  four  subsequent  warrants.  But  as  the  gaoler  is  to 
return  the  cause  of  taking,  and  the  detainer,  it  appears  that 
the  commitment  in  each  case  was  grounded  on  a  bad  con- 
viction. If  the  instruments  are  to  be  considered  as  operat- 
ing both  as  warrants  of  commitment  and  convictions,  they 
are  bad  because  they  allege  no  time  or  place  when  or  where 
the  refusal  to  work  took  place.  It  might  have  been  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice.  Neither  is  it  shewn  that 
the  contract  was  within  the  act  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34 :  Lancaster 
V.  Greaves  (6).  These  are  both  material  allegations,  if  the 
instruments  are  to  be  taken  as  warrants,  not  grounded  upon 
prior  convictions.  But,  if  such  convictions  are  necessary, 
then  the  two  convictions  returned  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
convictions  on  which  the  warrants  are  grounded.  The 
parties  were  at  all  events  illegally  in  custody  till  the  receipt 
of  the  subsequent  instruments. 
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Whitehurst  contrd.  The  last  warrant  sets  out  offences 
within  the  third  section  of  the  act  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34.  Each 
of  them  states  that  the  prisoner  did  contract  with  the  said 
B.  Walker  to  serve  him  in  the  capacity  of  a  collier  in  the 
township  of  Worthington,  in  the  county  of  Leicester.  It 
is,  therefore,  clear  the  contract  is  within  the  act,  and  at  a 
place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice.     The  words  in 

(a)  5  D.  &  R.  268.  (6)  9  B.  &  C.  638* 


762  CASES  IN  TH£  QU££N*8  BENCH. 

1844.        and  fur  the  coutit^^  in  the  recital  of  the  conviction  mark 

V^^^lf^      that  the  justice  acts  in  the  county,  and  the  venue  shews 
The  QuiEii      ,  .J-*  r    .      .       .  .       •  n^.-    •      t.    r 

n.  the  residence  of  the  justice  at  the  time»    This  is  the  form 

RicuAaos.     Qf  all  orders  of  removal  to  which  the  same  doctrine  applies. 

The  gaoler,  therefore^  returns  a  good  warrant  of  commit* 

ment,  namelyi  that  delivered  on  the  15th  of  April*     Can 

the  Court  then  discharge  the   prisoner  because  another 

cause  has  been  returned  with  regard  to  him,  which  is  insuffi* 

cient  i   The  case  of  Re  Elmtf  and  Sawyer  (a)  was  decidedi 

not  on  the  general  power^  but  on  the  special  act,  and  the 

authority  there  given.    The  second  warrant  eoniained  no 

reference  to  the  first,  and  the  gaoler  stated  that  the  first  bsd 

been  taken  from  his  house.     It  did  not,  therefore^  appear 

that  the  justices  did  intend  to  amend  the  former  warrant* 

But  this  case  differs.     The  Court  cannot  discbarge  the 

prisoner  unless  wrongfully  in  custody.     But  be  is  not 

wrongfully  so,  if  under  a  legal  warrant.    The  gaoler  may 

be  liable  for  the  intermediate  ttroe»  but  that  will  not  entitle 

the  prisoner  to  his  discharge.     The  Court  will  not  assume 

that  the  subsequent  warrants  were  founded  on  the  prior 

oueS|  and  that  the  conviction  is  bad,  when  there  is  a  wsn- 

rant  of  commitment  reciting  a  good  conviction. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.-^We  think  you  right  in  that  respect. 
We  cannot  say  the  commitment  is  bad  when  the  warrant 
shews  a  legal  conviction  upon  which  it  is  supported. 

Patteson,  Williams  and  Colxridok  Js.  con« 
curred.  (6) 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  843.  {h)  See  tUg.  v.  Tordqft,  ante,  p.  693. 
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The  following  rule  was  read  in  this  Court  on  April  24th 
in  the  present  term. 

REGULA  GENERALIS. 

Easter  Term  in  the  Seventh  Year  of  the  Reign  of  Queen 

Victoria, 
It  is  ordered  that  for  the  future  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
have  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  acknowledge  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment,  or  a  judge's  fiat  thereon,  but  that  it  shall  be 
requisite  only  to  produce  a  satisfaction  piece  similar  to  that 
in  use  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  except  that  in  all 
such  cases  such  satisfaction  piece  shall  be  signed  by  the 
plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  or  their  personal  representatives^  and 
such  signature  or  signatures  shall  be  witnessed  by  a  prac- 
tising attorney  of  one  of  the  Courts  at  Westminster,  ex- 
pressly named  by  him  or  them,  and  attending  at  his  or  their 
request  to  inform  him  or  them  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 
such  satisfaction  piece  before  the  same  is  signed^  and 
which  attorney  shall  declare  himself  in  the  attestation 
thereto  to  be  the  attorney  for  the  person  or  persons  so 
signing  the  same,  and  state  he  is  witness  as  such  attorney, 
but  any  judge  at  chambers  shall  have  power  to  make  an 
order  dispensing  with  such  signature  of  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs,  or  their  personal  representatives,  under  special 
circumstances,  as  he  may  think  right :  And  that,  in  cases 
where  the  satisfaction  piece  is  signed  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  a  deceased  plaintiff,  he  shall  prove  his  repre- 
sentative character  in  such  way  as  the  Master  may  direct. 

(Signed.)      Denman.  J.  Williams. 

N,  C.  Tin  DAL.  J.  T,  Coleridge. 

Fred.  Pollock.  T.  Coltman. 

J.  Parke.  T.  Erskine. 

E.  Alderson.  R.  M.  Rolfe. 

J.  PaTTESON.  Wm.  WlGHTMAN. 

J.  Gurney  C.  Cresswell. 
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ACCOUNTS. 

Return  of  banking  company's  ac- 
counts to  Stamp  Office.  See 
Banking  Company. 

Banker's  accounts.     See  Banker. 

Account  stated.     See  Partnership. 

ACTION. 

When  maintainable. 

For  arrest  of  privileged  person.  See 
Arrest. 

For  arrest  under  imperfect  warrant. 
See  Contempt. 

For  deceit.     See  Case. 

For  instigating  an  action.  See  Rea- 
sonable AND  probable  CaUSE. 

For  wager.     See  Gaming,  1,  2. 

For  defamation  in  respect  of  the  con- 
duct of  an  illegal  transaction.  See 
Defamation,  1. 

By  whom  maintainabk. 

By  bankrupt  twice  certificated.    See 

Bankruptcy,  2. 
By  fisherman.     See  Trespass. 

Agamst  whom  maintainable. 

Against  person  acting  merely  as  at- 
torney.    See  Contempt. 

Against  railway  company,  for  acci- 
dent to  passenger.  See  Railway 
Company,  1. 

Form  of  Action, 
Trespass  or  case.    See  Arrest. 


Limitation  of  action.  See  Limita- 
tions, Statutes  op — Annuity — 
Bankruptcy,  3, 

Notice  of  Action, 
See  Railway,  1. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Taking   without  jurisdiction.      See 

Oaths. 
Jurat  to.     See  Banking  Company. 
Amendment  of,  when  allowed.     See 

Practice,  5, 


AFFIRMATION. 

Taking   without  jurisdiction. 
Oaths. 


See 


ALDERMAN. 
See  Borough,  1,  2. 

AMENDMENT. 

A  plea  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
plaintiffs,  pleaded  puis  darrein 
continuance  (see  rule  H.T.  4  WilL 
4f,  c.  2),  is  amendable.  Holrm/d  v. 
Keed.  483 

Affidavits,  when  amendment  allowed. 
See  Practice,  5. 

"  Amendment"  of  judgment.  See 
Oaths. 

Amendment  of  traverse  of  present- 
ment by  commissioners  of  sewers. 
See  Sewers. 
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ANNUITY. 

Money  had  and  received — Conitdera- 
tion  of  Annuity — Statute  of  Umta- 
turns. 

Where  an  annuity  was  granted  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in 
1826,  part  of  the  securities  for 
which  was  a  warrant  of  attorney 
and  judgment,  which  were  af\er- 
war£,  in  1842,  set  aside  by  the 
Court,  upon  application  by  the 
defendant,  the  rule  nisi  stating 
amongst  other  grounds  a  defect  in 
the  memorial,  but  it  did  not  appear 
from  the  rule  absolute  that  the 
judgment  and  warrant  of  attorney 
were  aet  aside  upon  that  ground, 
and  no  examined  copy  of  the  me- 
morial was  produced  by  the  de- 
fendant, nor  any  defect  therein 
proved  :— 

Held,  1.  That  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  lay  by 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  consi- 
deration of  the  annuity. 

2.  That  the  Sutute  of  Limita- 
tions was  no  bar  to  the  action,  the 
defendant  not  having  proved  the 
annuity  to  be  void  ab  initio.  Hug" 
gins  V.  Coates,  433 

APPEAL. 
See  Poor. 


(reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Queen's  Bench), 

No  action  lies  against  the  sheriff 
or  his  officer  for  arresting  a  per- 
son attending  Court  as  a  witness, 
although  it  l^  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendants knew  that  he  was  privi- 
leged and  arrested  him  maliciously. 

And  for  maliciously  detaining 
him  after  the  Court  had  ordered 
his  discharget  and  the  defendants 
had  notice  thereof,  qucsre,  if  any 
action  lies,  but  at  all  events,  if  any, 
it  would  be  trespass,  and  not  case. 
Magnay  v.  Burt.  652 

ASSESSMENT. 

See  Church  Rate — Highway,  4 — 
Poor. 

ASSIGNEES. 
Official  assignee.    See  Bamkruptcy. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  BREACHES. 
See  Bond. 

ASSISES. 

Practice  where  judgment  pronounced 
at,  on  a  Queen's  Bench  record. 
See  Oaths. 

Order  for  costs  at,  on  a  road  indict- 
ment.   See  HxoHWAT,  2. 


APPOINTMENT. 
See  Power. 


ASSISTANT  OVERSEER. 
See  Poor,  4. 


APPROPRIATION  OF  PAY- 
MENTS. 

See  Banker. 

ARBITRATION. 

See  Partnership. 

ARREST. 

See  Sheriff. 
Action  for  Arrest  of  privileged  Person. 
Held  in   the    Exchequer   Chamber 


ASSUMPSIT. 

See  Annuity — Contract -«- Execu- 
tion— Freight. 

Against  a  Carporaiim* 

Where  a  borough  corporation,  under 
a  claim  that  a  particular  office  was 
vacant,  or  that  it  liad  been  abolubed 
by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act, 
had  for  some  years  wrongfully  re- 
ceived the  fees,  amounting  to  up- 
wards of  600/.,  payable  to  the 
holder  of  such  offioe»  hM  that  !■• 
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debitatus  assumpsit  for  money  liad 
and  received  might  be  brought 
•gainst  the  corporation ;  for,  as  it 
would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  a 
corporation  would  contract  under 
seal  to  refund  money  which  they 
claimed  to  be  their  own,  the  neces- 
sity of  the  case  required  such  a 
remedy.  HaU  v.  Mayor,  Spc.  of 
Swaiuea,  475 

ATTACHMENT. 

The  rule  for  an  attachment  for  non- 
payment of  costs,  pursuant  to  a 
master's  allocatur,  is  absolute  in 
the  first  instance,  although  against 
a  married  woman.  Reg.  v.  John- 
ion.  231 

ATTESTATION. 

See  Warrant  of  Attorney. 

ATTORNEY. 

Right  of  Attorney  of  Great  Sessions  in 
Wales  to  practise  in  superior  Courts. 

1.  An  attorney  on  the  shilling  roll, 
under  11  Geo.  4,  &  1  JVill.  4, 
c.  70,  s.  16  (entitled  to  practise  in 
the  superior  Courts  in  actions  and 
suits  against  persons  residing  in 
Cheshire  or  Wales),  is  witliin  the 
description  of  attornies  **  prac- 
tising m  Englad  or  Wales"  in  G  & 
7  Vict.  c.  7d,  s.  3,  and  conse- 
quently his  articled  clerk  is  enti- 
tled to  be  admitted  and  enrolled 
an  attorney  under  the  provisions 
of  the  latter  act.   In  re  Davis,   463 

RigH  ^  Attornies  in  Partnership  to 
bmd  the  Firm  by  Guarantee. 

2.  One  of  a  firm  of  attornies  has  no 

general  authority  to  bind  the  firm 
y  a  guarantee  given  to  pay  debt 
and  costs,  in  consideration  of  the 
plaintiff  discharging  his  debtor  out 
of  custody.     Haskham  v.  Young. 

700 
Where  liable  in  trespass  for  a  wrong- 
ful arrest,  though  he  baa  acted 


merely  as  an  attorney.     See  Con- 

TBMPT. 

AUTHORITY. 

To  sign  fiats,  proof  of.  See  Bank- 
ruptcy, 6. 

AWARD. 

See  Partnership. 

BAIL. 

Pecuniary  Sufficiency  alone  to  be  con- 
sidered 

Where  a  person  is  apprehended  on 
a  charge  of  using  seditious  lan- 
guage, a  magistrate  has  no  right 
to  reject  bail  on  account  of  the 
character  or  political  opinions  of 
such  bail,  if  he  is  satisfied  of  their 
pecuniary  sufficiency.  Reg.  v. 
Badger,  875 

Cancelling  bail  bond  given  in  Bank- 
ruptcy Court.  See  Bankruptcy, 
5. 

BAIL  IN  ERROR. 

Where  bail  not  put  in,  "  execution  is 
not  delayed."   Newlands  v.  Holmes. 

647 

BAILEE. 

See  Innkeeper. 

BANKER. 

Payment. 

In  an  ordinary  banking  account  the 
first  item  of  the  debit  side  is  dis- 
charged by  the  first  item  on  the 
credit  side.  But  where  the  plain- 
tiffs were  bankers,  and  one  of  the 
defendants  upon  opening  an  ac- 
count with  them  had  borrowed  of 
them  1000/.,  for  which  he,  together 
with  the  other  defendants,  became 
bound  to  the  plaintifils,  with  a 
condition  for  repayment  with  in- 
terest by  a  certain  day,  and  con- 
tinued afterwards  to  pay  in  and 
draw  out  money  upon  the  usual 
footing  of  a  banker's  account ;  and 
the  first  sum  entered  to  bis  debit 
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on  the  account  was  partly  made  up 
of  the  1000/.,  to  secure  which  the 
bond  had  been  given.  Held,  on  a 
plea  of  solvit  post  diem,  that  the 
bond  was  not  satisfied  by  sums 
subsequently  paid  in  exceeding  in 
amount  the  1000/.,  it  not  being  the 
intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
first  item  of  the  debit  side  should 
be  reduced  by  the  first  item  of  the 
credit  side,  but  that  the  bond 
should  stand  to  secure  the  plain- 
tiflfs  aoainst  such  advances  as  they 
should  from  time  to  time  make  to 
the  defendant.     Henniker  v.  JVigg. 

160 

BANKING  COMPANY. 

Return  of  Accounts  to  the  Commmioners 
of  Stamps, 

Under  the  7  Geo,  4,  c.  46,  which  by 
8.  5  requires  that  copies  of  the 
annual  accounts  of  banking  com-'* 
panics  within  the  act  shall  be  veri- 
ned  by  the  oath  of  the  public 
o£Bcer,  taken  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  in  schedule  A.  con- 
tains a  form  of  such  affidavit, 
ending,  "  sworn  before  me,  justice 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county :  Held,  that  a  return,  which 
appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be 
verified  ''before  J,  L,"  without 
adding  that  he  was  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  was  receivable  in  evidence. 
It  beinff  shown  that  J,  L.  was  in 
fact  a  justice. 

The  act  requires,  by  section  5, 
that  such  return  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps 
every  year,  "  between  the  28th 
February  and  the  25th  March  :" 
Held,  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
make  the  copy  of  such  return  ad- 
missible in  evidence  under  section 
6,  that  it  should  be  shewn  on  the 
face  of  such  copy  or  otherwise 
that  the  return  had  been  delivered 
at  the  Stamp  OfRce  within  the 
specified  time. 

In  an  issue  directed  between  the 
partners  of  a  banking  company 


and  certain  defendants,  to  try 
whether  the  said  defendants,  as 
partners  in  a  certain  joint  stock 
company,  were  indebted  to  the 
banking  company  :  Held,  that  it 
was  no  defence  to  shew  that  some 
of  the  defendants  were  also  part- 
ners in  the  banking  company,  as 
the  issue  was  directed  to  ascertain 
the  fact  of  the  defendants  being 
indebted,  and  was  not  to  be  deter- 
mined, like  an  actionf  by  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties.  Eosanquet  v. 
Woodford.  419 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Fraudulent  Preference. 

1.  In  order  that  a  payment  should 
constitute  a  fraudulent  preference, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  bank- 
rupt should  have  intended  to 
benefit  the  creditor  to  whom  the 
payment  is  made,  or  that  the  cre- 
ditor should  have  derived  benefit 
from  such  payment. 

Therefore  where  a  bankrupt, 
who  together  with  his  wife  had 
joined  in  mortgaging  for  7G0/.  a 
sum  of  2000/.  in  the  three  ner 
cent.  Reduced  Annuities,  settled 
to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife, 
with  a  power  of  appointing  to  the 
husband  for  life,  and  to  their 
children  in  remainder,  paid  off  the 
creditor  : — Held,  that  this  was  a 
fraudulent  preference,  although  the 
object  of  the  payment  was  to  re- 
deem the  stock  and  benefit  the 
bankrupt's  own  family.  Marshall 
V.  Lamb.  315 

Action  by  twice  certificated  Bankrupt 
who  has  not  paid  1 5s,  in  the  pound. 

2.  Under  stat.  6  Geo.  4>  c.  16,  ss. 
63,  127,  and  1  &  2  WUl.  4,  c.  56,  s. 
25,  a  person  who  has  been  twice 
bankrupt  and  obtained  his  certifi- 
cates, but  has  not  paid  15#.  in  the 
pound,  may  maintain  an  action  in 
respect  of  property  acquired  since 
his  last  certificate,  unless  his  as* 
signees  interfere*    So  idd  in  the 
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Exchequer  Chamber,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  Q.  B.  Herbert  v. 
Sayer  723 

Promise,  reviving  Debt  barred  by  Cer- 
tifcate, 

3.  The  following  note  held  to  be 
sufficiently  signed,  and  to  contain 
a  sufficient  promise  under  stat.  6 
Geo,  4,  c.  16,  s.  131,  so  as  to  re- 
vive a  claim  barred  by  the  bank- 
rupt's certificate  :  **  Mr.  Stanley 
begs  to  inform  Messrs.  Lobb  &  Co. 
that  he  will  take  an  early  oppor- 
tunity of  settling  their  account,  but 
Mr.  Stanley  objects  to  give  his  bill." 
I^bb  V.  Stanley,  635 

Duty  of  Official  Assignee  as  to  Payment 
of  Money  into  Bank  of  Engkmd, 

4.  The  Lord  Chancellor  made  an 
order  under  1  &  2  WiU.  4,  c.  Q^y 
directing  each  official  assignee  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  pay 
into  the  Bank  of  England  all  such 
sums  of  money  as  should  come  to 
his  hands  as  soon  as  they  should 
aniount  to  100/.,  and  to  state, 
among  other  particulars,  "  the 
name  and  description  of  the  bank- 
rupt or  bankrupts  to  whom  the 
money  belonged."  Held,  that, 
under  this  order,  an  official  as- 
signee is  bound  to  pay  into  the 
bank  as  soon  as  the  moneys  in  his 
hands  from  several  estates  amount 
in  the  whole  to  100/. 

Practice  as  to  cancelling  Bail  Bond  en- 
tered into  in  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

5.  This  Court  will  not  order  a  bail 
bond,  entered  into  in  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court,  under  stat.  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  s.  8,  to  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  upon  affidavit 
that  the  defendant  has  rendered 
himself  according  to  the  condition 
of  the  bond.     Hayxvard  v.  Heffer, 

454 

Proof  of  Fiat. 

6.  A  Bat  in  bankruptcy  is  sufficiently 
proved  by  shewing  it  to  have  been 


signed  by  a  Master  in  Chancery 
without  also  proving  his  authority 
from  the  Chancellor  to  sign  fiats 
under  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  12. 
Marshall  v.  Lambe.  315 

Rights  of  assignees  against  creditor 
on  warrant  of  attorney.  See  War- 
rant OF  Attorney,  2. 

Plea  of  bankruptcy  of  plaintiff  puis 
darrein  continuance.  See  Amend- 
ment. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

See  Attachment — Poor,  15 — 
Power. 

BASTARDY. 

See  Poor. 

BET. 
See  Gaming. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  Sum  payable  absolutely. 
1  •  ''On  demand  I  promise  to  pay  to 
S.  the  sum  of  50/.  in  consideration 
of  foregoing  and  forbearing  an  ac- 
tion at  law  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  for  damages  ascertained  by 
consent  to  amount  to  that  sum,  by 
reason  of  the  injury  sustained  by 
his  wife,  in  respect  of  my  liability 
for  non-repair  of  a  footway." 

Held,  that  the  money  was  pay- 
able absolutely,  and  the  instrument 
a  promissory  note.  Shenton  v. 
James  SSI 

Qualified  acceptance. 
2,  Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill  of  exchange,  ac- 
cepted  "  payable   at  C.    &   Co., 
bankers,  London." 

Demurrer  on  the  ground,  that 
as  an  acceptance  payable  at  a 
banker's  generally,  without  the  re- 
strictive words  of  stat.  1  &  2  Geo. 
4,  c.  78,  •*  and  not  elsewhere,"  is  a 
general  acceptance,  and  ought  to 
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be  so  declared  upon,  therefore  the 
declaration,  being  upon  an  accep- 
tance payable  at  a  banker's,  must 
be  unclerstood  to  mean  an  accep- 
tance payable  at  a  banker's  and 
not  elsewhere,  and  was  bad  for 
not  averring  presentment  at  the 
banker's. 

Hdd  (on  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,)  that  such  averment  was 
unnecessary,  as  the  effect  of  such 
an  acceptance  as  that  declared 
upon  was  to  make  the  presentment 
at  the  banker's  a  good  presentment, 
but  not  to  make  presentment  there 
necessary,  and  therefore  that  the 
declaration  was  good.  HaUtead  v. 
Skeiiott.  664 

Consideration  as  against  Indorsee. 
3,  In  an  action  by  indorsee  against 
drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  plea 
that  defendant  indorsed  it  in  blank 
and  delivered  it  to  one  C.  for  a 
special  purpose,  viz.  to  get  it  dis- 
counted, and  without  value,  and 
that  C.  got  it  discounted  by  the 
plaintiflT  and  fV.  jointly,  and  de- 
livered it  to  the  plaintiff  and  fV, 
jointly,  and  that  there  was  no  con- 
sideration from  the  plaintiff  solely 
for  the  indorsement  or  delivery :  — 
Held  bad.     Wood  v.  Connop.    223 

Consideration  where  Acceptance  in 
Fraud  of  Partnership. 

4.  Where,  under  an  issue  on  the  plea 
of  non  accepit,  it  appears  that  the 
acceptance  is  made  in  the  name  of 
a  firm  by  a  partner  competent  to 
bind  the  firm,  then,  although  such 
acceptance  is  shewn  to  be  a  fraud 
on  the  firm,  yet,  if  it  is  not  shewn 
that  the  holder  had  knowledge  of 
the  fraud,  he  is  not  called  upon  to 
prove  that  he  gave  consideration. 
Musgrave  v.  Drake.  347 

See  also  Pleading,  6,  7,  11. 

BOND. 

Assignment  of  Breaches. 
In  an  action  of  debt  on  a  money  bond, ; 


where  breaches  have  been  assigned 
in  the  replication,  and  defei^ant 
has  then  suffered  judgment  by  de- 
fault, such  assignment  of  breaches 
is  regular,  ana  a  writ  of  inquiry 
may  be  executed  thereupon,  the 
ordinary  course  of  striking  out  the 
pleadings  subsequent  to  the  decla« 
ration  and  suggesting  breaches 
being  only  a  practice  adopted  for 
the  sake  of  convenience.  Zovef 
▼.  Sham.  714 

BOROUGH. 

Mmfor  -^Aldermask-^EMioM-^  Qvo 

IVarronto^ 
1.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  will 
not  in  its  discretion  grant  a  rule 
for  an  information  in  the  nature  of 
a  quo  warranto  against  the  mayor 
of  a  borough,  where  the  ground  of 
objection  to  his  title  is  that  he  was 
unduly  elected  alderman,  such  elec- 
tion having  taken  plaee  more  than 
twelve  months  before  the  rule  was 
moved  for ;  there  being  no  special 
circumstances  to  induce  the  Court 
to  interfere. 

The  "  notice  of  his  eleotion," 
within  five  days  of  which  the  mayor 
elect  is  required  by  6  &  7  fViU,  4, 
c.  76,  s.  51,  to  *'  accept  such  office 
by  making  and  subscribing  the 
declaration/'  means  notice  acquired 
either  by  being  present  at  the  elec- 
tion, or  by  official  notification ; 
where,  therefore^  it  appeared  that 
the  party  elected  had  no  notice  of 
either  of  these  descriptions,  but 
had  received  information  of  his 
election  in  a  private  manner,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  not  bound  to  sub- 
scribe the  declaration  within  five 
days  of  being  so  informed. 

Where  a  quo  warranto  is  applied 
for  against  a  mayor,  the  ground 
specined  in  the  rule  nisi  being  that 
he  was  unduly  elected  alderman, 
this  is  not  such  a  statement  of  ob- 
jection as  to  be  defective  under  the 
rule  H.  T,  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  that  "the 
objection  intended  to  be  made  to 
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the  title  of  the  defendant  shall  be 
specified  in  the  rule  to  shew  cause/' 
if  it  appear  from  the  affidavits  that 
his  title  as  mayor,  which  is  chal- 
lenged, was  founded  upon  his  title 
as  alderman.  Ueg.  v.  Preece.  156 
2.  By  the  7  fTtlL  ^  &  I  Ftct.  c,  78, 
s.  45,  voting  papers  for  the  election 
of  aldermen  must  contain  the 
"  place  of  abode,"  of  the  person 
voted  for : — Held,  that  this  requi- 
site was  not  satisfied  by  papers 
naming  the  house  where  the  person 
voted  for  carried  on  the  business 
of  a  bookseller,  sleeping  elsewhere. 
This  defect  is  not  cured  by  the 
general  provision  of  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  142|  that  no  inaccurate 
description  in  any  voting  paper 
'*  required  by  this  act"  shall  hinder 
the  full  operation  '*  of  this  act." 
Reg.  v,  Deighton.  682 

Town  Council, 

Right  of,  to  appoint  gaol  chaplain. 
See  Gaol. 

Justices, 

Riffht  of,  to  appoint  gaol  chaplain. 
See  Gaol. 


His  fees. 


Clerk  to  Justices, 
See  Justice,  2. 

Burgess. 


Not  a  Corporate  Officer — Quo  War- 
ranto. 

3.  A  burgess  is  not  a  **  corporate 
officer"  within  sect.  5  of  stat.  6  & 
7  Vict.t  and  therefore  cannot  be 
called  upon  to  shew  cause  in  the 
first  instance  against  a  rule  for  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto.     Reg,  v.  Milner,       495 

Occupation  to  qualify  a  Burgess. 

4.  The  defendant  entered  by  inden- 
ture into  partnership  with  /.  D,^ 
who  was  owner  in  fee  of  a  house 
within  a  borough,  in  which  it  was 
agreed  that  the  business  of  book- 
selling was  to  be  carried  on  by 
them  jointly  in  the  house^  J,  D,  to 


require  no  rent  for  the  parts  of  the 
house  in  which  the  business  was 
carried  on,  and  the  fixtures  in  those 
parts  to  be  joint  property.  The 
defendant  and  J,  D,  carried  on 
business  in  the  house,  and  were 
jointly  rated,  the  defendant  residing 
elsewhere  ;  semble,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  an  "  occupier,"  and  entitled 
to  be  a  burgess  within  the  5  &  6 

;       WiU,   4,   c.  76,   s.   9.      Reg.    v. 

I       Deighton,  682 

'  See  also  2. 

Watch  Committee. 
Borough  Fundt  Misapplication  of, 

5.  An  order  by  a  town  council  for 
the  payment  out  of  the  borough 
fund  of  law  expenses  incurred  in 
prosecuting  parties  for  riot  and 
assault  oi)  the  mayor  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  duty,  is  illegal,  there 
not  having  been  any  previous  reso- 
lution of  the  town  council  authoris- 
ing the  incurring  such  expendi- 
ture. 

A  similar  order  for  the  payment 
of  a  debt  secured  by  the  mayor's 
promissory  note,  the  sum  having 
been  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  debts  of  the  corporation  in- 
curred since  the  passing  of  the  5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  is  likewise  ille- 
gal. 

Such  orders  may  be  removed  bv 
certiorari  and  quashed,  although 
existing  only  in  the  form  of  reso- 
lutions of  the  council  entered  in 
the  minute  book,  and  signed  by  the 
mayor  only.  Reg,  v.  Town  Council 
of  Lichfield.  491 

6.  The  town  council  has  no  power 
under  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act  (5  &  6  WiU,  4,  c.  76),  to  order 
the  expenses  of  an  indictment 
against  a  borough  constable  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  borough  fund. 

But  sernble,  the  watch  committee 
might,  under  sect.  82^  make  such 
an  order,  subject  to  the  approba- 
tion of  the  council.  Reg,  v.  Thomp- 
son,     '  497 
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7.  It  is  a  misapplication  of  the 
borough  fund  to  pay  out  of  it  the 
costs  of  shewing  cause  against  a  rule 
for  a  mandamus  to  try  which  of  two 
candidates  for  the  office  of  town 
councillor  was  duly  elected,  unless 
some  general  right  or  interest  of  the 
corporation  is  affected  by  the  pro-  | 
ceedings.     Reg.  v.  Leeds.  143 

When  fees  payable  out  of,  to  justice's 
clerk.     See  Justice,  Z, 

BREACHES. 
Assignment  of.     See  Bond. 

BRIDGE. 

Upon  an  indictment  charging  a  town- 
ship with  a  prescriptive  liability  to 
repair  a  briage,  the  declarations  of 
an  inhabitant  are  admissible  against 
the  township,  for  he  is  a  party  to 
the  record,  whether  rated  or  not, 
and  cannot  be  compelled  to  attend 
as  a  witness. 

An  indictment  stated  that  from 
time  whereof,  &c.  there  hath  been 
and  still  is  an  ancient  bridge,  that 
one  part  of  it  was  in  township  J, 
and  the  other  in  parish  B, ;  that 
the  part  in  A.  was  out  of  repair, 
and  that  A.  was  under  a  prescrip- 
tive liability  to  repair. 

It  appeared  that  the  bridge  con- 
sisted of  four  arches,  part  of  the 
principal  arch  and  the  whole  of  the 
other  arches  being  in  A,,  and  that 
in  1806  the  principal  arch  had  been 
widened  from  9  to  16  feet  at  the 
joint  expense  of  A,  and  B, 

Heldj  that  there  was  no  misde- 
scription of  the  township's  liabih'ty, 
as,  if  the  prescriptive  liability  to 
repair  the  ancient  bridge  was  well 
described,  it  was  no  answer  to  show 
that  there  was  something  else, 
which  defendants  were  not  bound 
to  repair. 

And  quaere,  whether  the  widen- 
ing of  the  bridge  was  any  thing 
more  than  a  mode  of  repair,  so 
that  the  bridge  was  still  the  same 
bridge,  and  the  prescriptive  lia- 


bility extended  over  the  added 
part  as  well  as  the  old*  iR^.  v. 
Adderbury,  East.  324 

CAPIAS  AD  RESPONDENDUM. 

No  longer  a  step  in  the  action.  See 
Practice,  1. 

CAPIAS  AD  SATISFA- 
CIENDUM. 

Justification  under. 

Trespass  for  assault  and  false  im- 
pnsonment.  Plea  of  justification 
under  a  writ  of  ca«  sa.  Replica- 
tion, that  the  said  writ  was  after 
the  issuing  thereof,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  ordered 
to  be  set  aside  and  was  set  aside 
by  order  of  a  judge : — Heldt  on 
special  demurrer,  that  the  replica- 
tion was  bad  for  not  averring  that 
the  writ  was  set  aside  for  irregu- 
larity.    Prentice  v.  Harrison.     50 

CARRIERS. 

Liability  of  railway  company  as  car- 
riers.    See  Railway  UoMPANT,  1. 

CASE. 

For  false  Representation  witJiout  Fraud. 

Case  by  the  plaintiffs  as  sheriffs  of 
Middlesex  against  the  defendants 
as  attornies  of  one  Pawer^  for 
falsely  representing  to  the  plain- 
tiffs that  one  </.  W.^  who  was  then 
in  their  custody  as  sheriff,  and  en- 
titled to  his  discharge,  was  another 
/.  W,t  against  whom  the  defend- 
ants as  attornies  for  the  said  Power 
had  sued  out  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, by  reason  whereof  the  plain- 
tiffs wrongfully  detained  the  first 
mentioned  /.  W.^  and  were  after- 
wards obliged  to  pay  10/.  and  the 
costs  of  an  action  commenced 
against  them  by  him  for  the  un- 
lawful detainer.  The  declaration, 
afler  stating  the  delivery  of  the 
writ  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the 
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/.  fV.  then  in  their  custody  was 
not  the  same  person  as  the  /.  fV. 
mentioned  in  the  writ,  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  his  discharge^  went 
on  to  aver  that  the  defendants, 
well  knowing  the  premises,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
plaintifi^  from  discharging  the  said 
/.  fF.,  made  the  false  representa- 
tion. 

Held  (on  error  in  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench),  that  a  plea  alleging  that 
defendants  had  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  to  believe  and  did  be- 
lieve their  representation  to  be 
true,  was  an  answer  to  the  action. 
CoUini  V.  Evans.  669 

Case  for  the  arrest  of  a  privileged 
person.    See  Arrest. 

Against  innkeeper  for  negligently 
stabling  a  horse.   See  Innkeeper. 

For  instigating  an  action.  See  Rea- 
sonable AND  probable  CaUSB. 

CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 

Averment  of  jurisdiction  in  indict- 
ment.    See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

CERTIFICATE. 

Judge*  s  Certificate  for  speedy  Execution, 

A  certificate  for  speedy  execution  to 
issue  "  for  the  sum  recovered  by 
the  verdict"  includes  costs  as  well 
as  damages. 

Where,  therefore,  a  judge  had  so 
certified  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit,  and  the  plaintiff 
issued  a  capias  for  the  damages 
only:— HfW,  that  he  could  not 
obtain  a  second  capias  for  the  taxed 
costs.     Smith  v.  Dickinson.       468 

Bankruptcy  certificate.  See  Bank- 
ruptcy. 

CERTIORARI. 

{Resolutions  of  town  council  remove- 
able  by  certiorari.  See  Borough,  5. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M. 


Judgment  at  the  assizes  where  case 

removed  by  certiorari.  See  Oaths. 

Venue   in   cases  removed  from  the 

I      Central  Criminal  Court.    See  Cri- 

I      MiNAL  Law,  4. 

j  Application     for,    too     late.       See 
■      Sewers. 

j  "  Prosecutor,"  his  liability  for  costs. 
See  Costs.  *3. 

CHAIRMAN. 

Of  railway  board,  signature  to  mi- 
nutes. See  Railway  Company,  2. 

CHAPLAIN. 

Right  of  borough  justices  to  appoint. 
See  Gaol. 

CHARTER. 
Validity  of  grant.    See  Grant. 

CHARTERPARTY. 

See  Freight. 

CHURCH  RATE. 

Refusal  to  concur  in  making  Church 
i  Rate — Prohibition, 

:  A  citation  against  a  parishioner, 
charging  him  with  that  he  "  wil- 
fully and  contumaciously  ob- 
structed, or  at  least  refused  to  make 
or  join  or  concur  in  the  making  of 
a  sufRcient  rate  for  providing  funds 
to  defray  the  expense  of  the  neces- 
sary repairs  of  the  parish  church," 
does  not  contain  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation of  an  offence  cognisable  by 
an  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

Where  the  parishioner  had  ap- 
peared under  protest  to  such  a 
citation,  and,  his  protest  having 
been  overruled,  had  been  ordered 
to  appear  absolutely,  a  declaration 
in  prohibition  held  good  on  de- 
murrer, on  the  ground  that  the 
citation  was  insufncient  to  give  ju- 
risdiction, and  the  application  not 
premature.      Francis  v.   Steward. 
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plaintiff  inquired  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  them,  was  liable  in  tres-   ' 
pass.     Grttn  v.  FAgle.  199   . 

CONTRACT.  : 

Condition^Considcratum,  I 

1.  Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated  ! 
that  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  ; 
patent  for  steam  engines,  that  de- 
fendants were  about  to  build  a 
steam  ship,  that  plaintiff,  on  the 
28th  November,  1836,  agreed  to 
allow  them  to  use  his  patent  in  the 
construction  of  a  pair  of  steam 
engines  then  about  to  be  made  for 
the  ship,  and  also  to  use  his  patent 
in  engines  for  any  other  ships 
thereafter^  the  defendants  to  pay 
)?000/.,  viz.  1000/.  on  the  Ist  Au- 

§ust,  1837,  and  the  remainder  on 
ie  1st  July,  1838;  and  also  51, 
per  horse  power,  for  every  engine 
"  which  should  at  any  time  there- 
after be  made  or  manufactured 
and  used  on  board  any  other  ship" 
of  the  defendants,  in  which  the 
principles  of  the  plaintiff's  patent 
should  be  used  or  adopted,  the 
same  to  be  paid  for  on  the  entering 
into  a  contract  with  an  engine 
maker  for  the  manufacturing  of 
such  engine. 

Held^  that  the  51.  per  horse 
power  was  payable  as  soon  as  the 
defendants  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  engine  maker,  and  that  it 
was  payable,  although  the  contract 
with  the  engine  maker  was  after- 
wards rescinded,  and  no  engine 
on  the  plaintiff's  principle  was 
either  used  or  manufactured ;  for 
the  consideration  for  the  promise 
was  the  license  to  use  and  not  the 
user.  Hall  v.  Baiiibridge.  333 
See  also  Freight. 

Mutualitjf, 

ft.  By  an  agreement  called  a  **  pit 
bond,"  the  owners  of  a  coal  pit 
retained  and  hired  the  plaintifl* 
for  a  year;  the  plaintiflP,  <<  during 


all  the  times  the  pit  shall  be  Uud 
off  work,  to  contmue  the  servant 
of  the  said  owners,  subject  to  their 
orders  and  directions,  and  liable 
to  be  employed  by  them  at  such 
work  as  they  shall  see  fit,"  and  at 
certain  wages. 

Heldt  that  under  this  agreement 
the  pit  owners  were  not  bound  to 
employ  the  plaintiff  for  a  reason- 
able number  of  working  days  dur- 
ing the  year.  WiUiammm  v.  Tmf- 
lor.  389 

See  also  Master  and  Servant. 

Sale  of  Machinery — FUneu  for  the 
Purpote. 

3.  Where  defendant  orders  of  plain- 
tiff a  machine,  previously  known 
and  ascertained,  for  which  plain- 
tiff had  a  patent,  it  is  no  answer 
to  an  action  for  the  price  of  the 
machine,  that  it  does  not  answer 
the  purpose  specified  in  the  patent, 
although  it  is  not  shewn  that  the 
defen£nt  has  had  previous  oppor- 
tunities of  exercising  his  judgment 
as  to  the  usefulness  of  the  machine. 
OUphant  v.  Bayley.  373 

Crimmal  liability,  where  fraud  com- 
mitted by  means  of  contract,  see 
Conspiracy. 

CONVICTION. 
See  Commitment — Justice,  1. 

CORPORATION. 
See  Assumpsit — Borouoh — Gaol. 

CORRECTION,  HOUSE  OF. 

Appointment    of   Chaplain.      See 
Ga 


AOL. 


COSTS. 


On  lofwer  Scale. 

Where  an  action  of  assumpsit  was 
tried  at  the  assizes,  and  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  a  verdict  for  ftL,  and 
the  judge  refused  io  certify  that 
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it  was  a  proper  cause  to  be  tried 
before  him,  the  costs  of  the  attor- 
ney for  attendance  at  the  assises 
are  to  be  taxed  on  the  lower  scale 
according  to  the  directions  of  sche- 
dule 3  of  the  rule  of  Hilary  Vaca- 
tion, 4  WUl,  4,  as  those  directions 
apply  to  country  as  well  as  to  town 
causes.     Gibbs  v.  WhatUy.       442 

Where  Damages  under  40f. 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  trespass  has 
obtained  judgment  on  demurrer, 
and,  on  the  trial  of  a  writ  of  in- 
quiry to  assess  the  damages^  the 
jury  give  less  than  40«.,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  deprived  of  his  costs  by 
3  &  4  Vkt.  c.  24,  s.  2.  Taylor  v. 
Roife.  229 

See  also  Practice,  4. 

Payable  by  Person  not  Party  to  the 
Rule. 

3.  Where  an  order  for  payment  of 
money  out  of  a  borough  fund  is 
brought  up  by  certiorari,  under  7 
fViU.  4  &  1  Vkt.  c.  78,  s.  44,  and 
quashed  with  costs,  the  Court 
should  decide,  when  the  quashing 
is  ordered,  who  is  to  be  charged 
with  the  costs  as  **  prosecutor'*  of 
the  order,  and  the  name  of  such 
party  should  be  inserted  with  the 
rule. 

Where  this  practice  had  not  been 
followed,  and  rule  for  quashing 
such  orders  was  merely  drawn  up 
with  costs  "to  be  paid  by  the 
prosecutors,"  without  naming  them, 
the  Court  refused,  on  motion  by 
the  party  who  had  obtained  the 
rule  for  quashing,  to  issue  attach- 
ment against  certain  persons  who 
had  made  affidavits  in  opposition 
to  the  certiorari,  and  placed  them- 
selves, according  to  the  argument 
of  the  party  moving,  in  the  posi- 
tion of  '*  prosecutors'*  of  ihe  or- 
ders quashed.  Reg.  v.  Dunn.  737 
Costs  of  bastardy  order*  See  Poor, 
29. 


Mandamus  to  pay  costs  of  road  in- 
dictment.    See  Highway,  2,  3. 
See  also  Attachment. 
Costs  in  error.     Newlands  v.  Holmei. 

647 

COUNCIL. 
See  Borough — Gaol. 

COVENANT. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION, 

See  Criminal  Law,  5. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

Quashing  Indktment. 

1.  By  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  51,  s.  29,  a 
person  making  a  false  oath  before 
any  surveyor  or  inspector-general 
of  the  customs,  on  inquiries  made 
by  him  for  ascertaining  the  truth 
of  facts  relative  to  the  customs,  or 
the  conduct  of  officers  employed 
therein,  is  made  liable  to  the  pains 
and  penalties  of  perjury. 

By  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.  112, 
**  No  indictment  shall  be  preferred, 
or  suit  commenced,  for  the  reco- 
very of  any  penalty  or  forfeiture 
under  this  or  any  other  act,  re- 
lating to  the  customs  or  excise, 
(except  in  the  case  of  persons  de- 
tained and  carried  before  one  or 
more  justices  in  pursuance  of  this 
act,)  unless  such  suit  shall  be  com- 
menced **  in  the  name  of  the  attor- 
ney-general, or  under  the  directions 
of  the  commissioners  of  customs  or 
excise,  or  in  the  name  of  one  of 
their  officers,  under  their  direc- 
tions." The  Court  refused  sum- 
marily to  interfere  by  quashing  an 
indictment  under  the  first  men^ 
tioned  section,  or  by  staying  the 
proceedings,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  indictment  had  not  been 
authorised  under  the  last  men- 
tioned section.    Reg.  v.  Bumby. 

362 


7»a 


INDEX. 


misdemeanor,  with  a  statement  or 
▼enue  in  the  margin,  charging, 
without  any  other  statement  of 
place,  that  the  defendants,  together 
with  divers  evil-disposed  persons, 
unlawiblly  endeavoured  to  excite 
her  Majesty's  subjects  to  disaffec- 
tion, &c. : — Held  bad,  in  arrest  of 
judg1^e^t,  for  want  of  statement 
of  venue  in  the  body  of  the  indict- 
ment ;  the  defect  not  being  cured 
by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  20. 

Another  count,  with  a  statement 
of  venue  in  the  margin,  stated  that 
certain  Doraons  (without  apy  state- 
ment or  place)  unlawfully  and  tu- 
multuously  assembled,  &-c.;  and 
that  the  defendants  (with  a  state- 
ment of  place)  did  **  unlawfully 
aid,  abet,  comfort,  support  and  en- 
oourage  the  said  persons  to  conti- 
nue such  unlawful  assemblies. 

SiiMe,  that  such  count  would 
have  been  bad  at  common  law  for 
want  of  statement  of  venue ;  but  that 
in  this  instance,  it  was  the  "  want  of 
a  proper  or  perfect  venue,"  and  it 
was  therefore  cured  by  7  Gro.  4, 
c.  64.  i.  20.     Reg.  V.  0'C(mnor. 

761 

3,  Where  in  an  indictment,  after  de- 
scribing the  defencimt  as  **  of  the 
parish  of  A.  in  the  county  of  H.," 
the  offence  is  laid  to  Imvc  been 
committed  **  at  the  parish  aforv- 
aaid,"  omitting  any  statement  of 
county,  this  statement  of  the  venue, 
if  de^Gtive,  is  cured  by  7  Geo,  4, 
c.  60,  8.  24^  after  verdict,  the  case 
having  been  tried  by  a  jury  of  the 
county  first  named. 

Qucercy  whether  the  statement 
be  defective.     Reg.  v.  Albert,     89 

4.  Where  an  indictment,  which  had 
the  marginal  venue  '*  Central  Cri- 
minal Court/'  and  alleged,  accord- 
ing to  statute  4  &:  5  It  ill,  4,  c.  36, 
that  the  offence  was  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Cen- 
tral Criminal  Court,  was  removed 


by  certiorari,  and  tried  in  Middle- 
sex. 

Held,  that  judgroent  must  be 
arrested,  aa  there  waa  no  allegation 
that  the  offenoe  had  been  oom- 
roiited  in  that  county. 

The  Court  refused  to  remove 
the  objection  by  entering,  nunc 
pro  tunc,  m  suggealion  directing  a 
trial  at  Middlesex.  Reg.  v.  Staoh 
eU.  189 

CriMtiiuU  l^fwmatwtu 

5.  Spoken  words,  charging  m  magis- 
trate with  corrupt  and  oppreaaive 
conduct,  are  not  the  subject  of 
criminal  infomiation,  un)c«s  they 
are  spoken  at  m  time  when  be  is  in 
the  actual  execution  of  his  office. 
Ex  parte  The  Duke  of  Marlbormigh. 
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Right  of  Prisoner  to  Copies  of  Depo" 
miims. 

6.  A  person  committed  to  prison  for 
further  examination  only,  and  not 
finally  committed  ibr  trial,  has  no 
right  to  copies  of  the  depoaitions 
under  stat.  6  &  7  Wili  4,  Cw  114, 
s.  3. 

Depositions  should  be  signed  by 
the  magistrate  and  witneeaea  as 
soon  aa  they  are  taken.  Reg, 
V.  The  Lord  Mayor  o^  Lomdon.  484 

See  also  Commitmsnt — Bribox — 
Conspiracy — Highway — Oaths. 

Costs  of  1  ndictment.  See  H  le  h w a y, 
2,3. 


CUSTOM. 

Evidence  of  custom  of  trade. 
Evidence,  1. 


See 


CUSTOMS. 

Grant  of.     See  Graht. 
Prosecution    by   comioisaioners    of. 
See  Criminal  Law,,  U 

DAMAGES. 

On  writ  of  inquiry,   materiality  of 
sum  in  declaration.    See  Plkad* 

ING,  2. 
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Smallnesa  of,  with  respect  to  motion 
for  new  trial.     See  «  ew  Trial. 


DEATH. 

Suggestion  of  death  of  co-defendant. 
See  Conspiracy,  1. 

DEBT. 

On  foreign  jadgtnent.  See  Plead- 
ing, 1. 

Materialittf  of  Sum  in  Declaration. 

Declaration  in  debt  stated  that  de- 
fendant, by  mortgage  deed  dated 
the  21st  June,  1839,  covenanted 
to  pay  900/.  and  interest,  at  51. 
per  cent.,  on  the  21st  June  then 
next  ensuing ;  that  defendant  made 
default,  and  that  there  was  then 
due  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of 
900/.  and  interest,  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1200/. 

On  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
it  was  objected  that,  as  principal 
and  one  year's  interest  only  could 
be  recovered  as  a  debt,  the  decla- 
ration was  bad  for  alleging  1200/. 
to  be  due  on  account  of  principal 
and  interest. 

Heldt  that  it  did  not  appear 
from  the  declaration  that  only  one 

J  ear's  interest  was  due  on  the  21st 
une,  1840,  though  that  was  the 
day  on  which  it  was  to  be  paid ; 
and  that^  even  if  it  did,  it  still  ap- 
peared that  there  was  a  good  cause 
of  action  in  debt  for  945/.,  and  the 
averment  that  more  was  due  might 
either  be  rejected  as  surplusage 
for  the  excess,  or  cured  by  enter- 
ing a  remittitur  for  such  excess. 
Simmon 8  v.  IVood.  355 

DECEIT. 

See  Case. 

DEED. 

Liability  of  Corporation  without 
deed.     See  Assumpsit. 


DEFAMATION. 

1.  Libel 'miputing  Fraud  to  Plaintiff  in 
the  Conduct  of  an  illegal  Transaction. 

1.  In  case  for  libel,  the  declaration 
shewed  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
member  of  the  Jockey  Club,  and 
subscriber  to  the  Derby  Stakes  at 
Epsom,  and  had  withdrawn  a  horse 
which  he  intended  to  run ;  it  then 
set  out  words  imputing  to  the 
plaintiff  that  he  had  entered  the 
horse  to  run  for  those  stakes,  and 
afterwards  withdrawn  him  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  an  unfair  ad- 
vantage over  parties  with  whom 
he  had  heavy  wagers  on  the  result 
of  the  race: — Held,  that  the  action 
would  lie,  and  this  whether  or  not 
the  transactions  in  which  the  de- 
claration showed  the  plaintiff  to 
be  engaged  were  legal. 

A  witness,  a  member  of  the 
Jockey  Club,  was  asked  whether 
in  his  opinion  the  conduct  thus  im- 
puted to  the  plaintiff  was  honour- 
able, which  he  answered  in  the 
negative: — Held,  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible,  the  question  hav- 
ing been  put  in  re-examination,  to 
explain  a  former  statement  of  the 
witness  on  cross-examination,  that 
entering  and  withdrawing  a  horse 
after  betting  on  it  was  not  contrary 
to  any  regulation  of  the  Jockey 
Club.     Grevillc  v.  Chapman.     553 

2.   Respecting  Plaintiff  in  his  Trade. 

2.  A  declaration  in  case  for  libel 
averred  that  the  plaintiff  was  an 
engineer  and  millwright;  that 
he  was  the  inventor  and  proprie- 
tor of  a  design  for  modelling  ar- 
ticles of  metal ;  that  he  had  duly 
registered  this  design;  that  he 
published  the  design,  and  pub- 
lished and  sold  divers  articles  of 
manufacture  on  which  it  was  used ; 
that  the  plaintiff  had  on  sale  arti- 
cles called  "  self-acting  tallow  sy- 
phons and  lubricators ;"  that  the 
defendant  falsely  and  maliciously 
published  in  a  newspaper  of  and 
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concerning  the  plaintiff' in  Ins  trade, 
and  of  and  concerning  the  articles, 
the  following  libel.  The  declara- 
tion then  set  out  the  libel,  of  which 
these  are  the  material  parts:  **Thi8 
is  to  caution  parties  employing 
steam  power  from  a  person" 
(meaning  the  plaintiff)  **  offering 
what  he  calls  self-acting  tallow 
S3rphons  or  lubricators"  (mean- 
ing the  said  designs  and  the  said 
articles,  &c.)  **  Robert  llarlaw,** 
(meaning  himself  the  defendant,) 
"  brass-founder,  takes  this  oppor- 
tunity of  saying  that  he  has  to 
offer  an  improved  lubricator,  &c. 
Those  who  have  already  adopted 
the  lubricators"  (meaning  the  said 
desien  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said 
articles,  &c.)  **  against  which/?.  //. 
would  caution,  will  find  that  the 
tallow  is  wasted,  instead  of  being 
effectually  employed  as  professed." 
Held  bad  on  general  demurrer, 
there  being  nothing  to  connect  the 
libel  with  the  earlier  inducements 
in  the  declaration,  and  the  words 
themselves  importing  no  more 
than  a  caution  against  the  goods, 
not  an  imputation  on  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  the  defendant  did  not  by 
demurring  admit  that  the  words 
were  published  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously of  the  plaintiB',  and  there- 
fore a  libel.  Evans  v.  Harlow.  507 

Criminal  information  for  words.  See 
Criminal  Law,  5. 

Jurisdiction  of  Ecclesiastical  Court  in 
cases  of  defamation.  See  Eccle- 
siastical Law. 

DEFENDANT. 

Suggestion  of  co-defendant's  death. ^ 
See  Conspiracy,  L 

DEMURRER. 

Costs  on  writ  of  inquiry  after  judg- 
ment on  demurrer.     See  Costs,  2. 


Jurat  to  examination  before  justices. 
See  Poor,  8. 


DEPOSITIONS. 

When  to  be  signed  by  justice. 
Criminal  Law,  6. 


See 


DETAINER. 

Trespass  or  case  for  detainer. 
Arrest. 


See 


DISCONTINUE. 

When  plaintiff  not  permitted  to.  See 
Practice,  6. 

EASEMENT. 

See  Prescription. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  LAW. 
Defamation. 

Where  a  suit  is  instituted  in  the 
Spiritual  Court  for  defamation,  for 
words  containing  both  imputations 
for  which  an  action  would  lie,  and 
other  imputations  forming  matter 
of  ecclesiastical  cognizance,  if  the 
words  arc  libelled  together  as 
forming  one  charge,  and  the  sen- 
tence appears  to  proceed  on  all 
the  words,  a  prohibition  will  go. 

And  this  although  the  party  ag- 
grieved by  the  defamatory  words 
was  a  clergyman ;  the  rule,  if  it 
exists,  that  the  civil  and  ecclesias- 
tical courts  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction when  a  spiritual  person  is 
aggrieved,  applying  only  where 
he  is  aggrieved  in  his  ecclesiasti- 
cal character,  as  by  words  spoken 
res|)ecting  his  ecclesiastical  minis- 
tration.    Evans  v.  Gwyn.         705 

See  Church  Rate. 

ELECTION. 

See  Borough. 

ELEGIT. 

See  Sheriff,  2. 

ERROR. 

Costs  in,  where  plaintiff  is  delayed 
of  his  execution.  Newlands  v. 
Holmes*  647 
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ESTATE. 

See  Power. 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Banking  Company  —  Bank- 
ruptcy, 6 — Bill  of  Exchange,  4 
— Bridge — Defamation,  1 — Inn- 
keeper—  Pleading,  2,  3,  4  — 
Poor,  21,  22 — Usury. 

1.  Where  by  written  contract  a 
workman  engages  to  work  at  a 
particular  trade  for  a  year,  parol 
evidence  may  be  given  that  by  the 
custom  of  the  trade  the  workman 
is  entitled  to  certain  holidays  in 
the  course  of  the  year,  for,  as  the 
contract  is  in  general  terms  and 
does  not  specify  the  particular 
times  of  service,  such  evidence 
explains  and  does  not  contradict 
the  written  contract.  Reg,  v. 
Stoke-vpon-Trent.  .    .  ^^'^ 

2.  Borough  freeholders,  claiming  a 
common  right  of  fishery,  had  sub- 
scribed an  agreement  to  support 
each  other  in  bearing  the  expenses 
of  "  defending  any  prosecution  for 
fishing  in  the  common  water,'*  &c. 

Heldf  on  a  question  arising  be- 
fore Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  as  to 
the  competency  of  a  party  to  the 
agreement  to  be  a  witness  in  an 
action  of  trespass  brought  against 
some  of  the  other  parties  to  it, 
that  he  was  a  competent  witness, 
as  the  word  "prosecution"  must 
be  taken  to  apply  to  criminal  pro- 
ceedings only.  Rawlins  v.  Jen- 
kins.  219 

EXCISE. 

Prosecution  by  commissioners  of  ex- 
cise.    Sec  Criminal  Law,  1 . 

EXECUTION. 

See  Certificate — Capias  ad  Satis- 
faciendum— Scire  Facias — She- 
riff— Warrant  of  Attorney. 

An  execution  creditor  seized  partner- 


ship property  under  a  fi.  fa.  against 
one  of  the  partners.  Afterwards 
a  joint  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 
against  the  firm.  The  property 
was  then  sold  "  without  prejudice" 
to  the  rights  of  the  execution  cre- 
ditor, and  the  proceeds  received 
by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts. 
Heldy  that,  as  the  interest  appli- 
cable to  the  execution  would  only 
be  in  the  surplus  coming  to  the 
execution  debtor  after  payment  of 
the  partnership  debts,  and  must 
depend  on  the  settlement  of  ac- 
counts, which  a  court  of  law  is 
not  competent  to  take,  the  execu- 
tion creditor  could  not  maintain 
an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived against  the  assignees.  Gor- 
bett  V.  Veale.  458 

'•  Execution  had,"  meaning  of.  NeW' 
lands  V.  Holmes.  647 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

What  professional  acts  make  a  person 
liable  as  an  attorney  to  an  action 
for.     See  Contempt. 

FALSE  PRETENCES. 

See  Conspiracy,  1. 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION. 

Liability   for,   without  fraud.     See 

Case. 

FIAT. 
Evidence  of.    See  Bankruptcy,  6. 

FIERI  FACIAS. 

See  Execution — Scire  Facias. 

FEME  COVERT. 

Attachment  for  costs.  See  Attach- 
ment. 

Separation  from  husband.  See  PooR^ 
15. 

Lease  to  her  husband.    See  Power. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

Action  on.    See  PleadinOi  1. 
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FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 
See  Bankruptcy,  1. 

FREIGHT. 

A  declaratioD  od  a  charter-party 
ataled  that  it  was  aflpreed  between 
lb«  plaintiflf  and  the  defendants 
that  the  plaintiff's  ship  should  load 
firom  the  agents  of  the  defendants 
at  Nantes  a  full  cargo  of  wheat, 
and  deliver  the  same  at  London  on 
being  paid  freight ;  that  the  ship 
went  to  Nantes,* and  that  defend- 
ants refused  to  load  a  cargo. 

Plea,  that  the  charter-partv  was 
entered  into  at  London  while  the 
•hip  was  at  London,  and  that  the 
plaintifT,  without  defendants*  con- 
aent,  sailed  from  London  to  New- 
castle, and  thence  to  other  places 
than  Nantes,  by  means  of  which 
the  ship  did  not  arrive  at  Nantes 
**  within  a  reasonable  and  proper 
time  in  that  behalf,"  but  **  a  long 
and  unreasonable  time,  to  wit, 
thirty-eight  days,  after  she  would 
have  arrived  at  Nantes  according 
to  the  usual  length  of  the  voyage, 
if  she  had  sailed  direct.'* 

Heldf  on  special  demurrer,  that 
the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  defendant  had,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  delay,  lost  the 
benefit  of  the  voyage.  CHpsham 
v.Vertue,  ,^18 

GAME. 

Poaching, 

An  information  by  Sir  0.  M,  against 
a  party  for  trespass  in  pursuit  of 
game,  af^er  stating  the  particulars 
of  the  trespass,  proceeded  thus, 
"  And  the  said  information  having 
been  also  verified  upon  the  oath  of 
fV.  ^.,*'  the  said  Sir  O.  M.  prays 
for  a  snmmons  against  the  accused 
party. 

Then  followed  the  signatures  of 
Sir  O.  At.  and  W.  A.^  and  the  in- 


formation concluded  thus,  "Ex- 
hibited by  Sir  0.  M.»  and  sworn 
before  me  the  day  and  year,  &c.," 
which  waa  signed  by  Uie  magis- 
trate. 

Held^  that  thia  information  did 
not  shew  that  the  charge  oontanied 
in  it  had  been  iwom  to  bj  W*  A.j 
at  the  meaning  of  *'  verified  the 
information"  was  equivocal,  and 
it  was  not  clear  that  the  word 
"  sworn"  at  the  end  applied  to 
him;   and   therefore  the  acensed 

Sarty  could  not  be  summoned  im- 
er  Stat.  6  &  7  WiU.  4,  c.  65,  i.  9, 
which  dispenses  with  an  oath  by 
the  informer,  **  provided  that,  be- 
fore any  proceedmgs  shall  be  taken 
on  such  information,  either  for 
summoning  the  party  accused  or 
compelling  his  appearance  to  an- 
swer the  same,  the  charge  con- 
tained in  iuch  informatien  shall  be 
deposed  to  on  the  oath  ot  some 
other  person  or  persons,**  &c. 
Reg.  V.  Seotton.  501 

GAMING. 

Horst  Race, 

1.  A  declaration  stating  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  sub- 
scribers to  50/.  stakes  in  a  certain 
horse  race,  that  the  plaintiff  named 
four  horses,  and  the  defendant 
three,  that  one  of  the  plaintiff's 
horses  won,  and  the  aefondant 
thereby  became  liable  to  pay  three 
sums  of  50/.  as  and  for  the  stakes 
payable  in  respect  of  the  horses 
named  by  him  :  Held  bad,  as  aver- 
ring a  wager  within  the  terms  of 
the  provisions  of  16  Car,  2,  c,  7, 
8.  3,  that  if  any  persoQ  shall  pUjt 
&c,  at  the  garoea  therein  specified, 
(including  norse  races,)  and  lose 
upwards  of  100/.,  *'  upon  ticket  or 
credit  or  otherwise,"  and  shall  not 
pay  at  the  time  wheB  he  shall  leae 
the  same,  the  party  who  looee  shall 
not  be  compellahle  to  pcy  the 
sane.    Bcutmck  ¥»  Coamif.      53S 
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Bubhle  Bet. 

It.  Plaintiff*  wagered  with  defendant 
that  defendant  would  pass  his  ex- 
amination as  attorney ;  defendant 
passed.  Assumpsit  being  brought 
on  the  wager,  neld,  on  demurrer 
to  the  declaration,  that  the  wager 
was  void,  inasmuch  as  it  was  of  the 
nature  of  a  bubble  bet,  defendant 
baring  it  in  his  power  to  win  if  he 
pleased.    Fisher  v.  Waltham,    142 

GAOL. 

Afpoiktment  of  Chaplain  to  Borough 

Gaol. 
Prior  to  the  5  &  6  WUl.  4,  c.  76,  the 
city  of  Bath  was  incorporated  by 
the  name  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen 
and  Citizens  of  the  City  of  Bath. 
The  charter  contained  the  grant 
of  a  gaol,  and  a  limited  criminal 
jurisdiction  to  be  exercised  by  the 
recorder  and  the  corporate  justices, 
but  not  extending  to  felonies.  It 
also  authorised  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  citizens  annually  to  elect 
two  of  themselves  to  be  bailiffs  of 
the  said  city,  and  directed  that  the 
bailiffs  for  the  time  being  should 
be  keepers  of  the  gaol  of  the  city. 
AAer  the  passing  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  the  new  corpo- 
ration received  the  grant  of  a  sepa- 
rate court  of  quarter  sessions,  with 
power  to  try  felonies,  and  certain 
persons  were  appointed  justices 
for  the  city  by  commission ;  but 
the  corporation  still  continued  to 
elect  one  bailiff*,  who  continued  to 
be  the  keeper  of  the  gaol,  and  ap- 
pointed the  gaoler.  In  1842  a  new 
gaol  and  house  of  correction  was 
built  under  the  provisions  of  the 

1  Vict.  c.  71,  10  which  the  town 
council  had  appointed  a  chaplain. 

Hektf  that  the  right  to  appoint 
the  chaplain  of  the  new  gaol  and 
house  of  correction,  under  statute 

2  &  3  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  15,  was  in  the 
towD  ccMncily  by  virtue  of  their 


authority  to  appoint  the  keeper  of 
the  prison,  and  not  in  the  borough 
justices.  Reg,  v.  Bi$hop  of'  Bath 
and  Wells.  173 

GRANT. 

Grant  of  Port  Dues. 

The  corporation  of  Exeter  has  been 
for  a  long  series  of  years  in  the 
receipt  of  "  petty  customs"  or 
"  port  dues,"  levied  on  goods  im- 
ported at  Teignmouth.  Teign- 
mouth  is  a  smaller  port,  member 
of  the  larger  port  of  Exeter.  The 
"  petty  customs"  of  the  port  of 
Exeter  were  granted  to  the  corpo- 
ration of  Exeter  by  ancient  char- 
ter, as  a  part  of  the  fee  farm  of 
that  ciiy. 

Held,  that  under  these  circum- 
stances a  legal  origin  might  be 
presumed  for  the  payment  oi  these 
customs  or  dues,  although  neitlier 
the  crown  nor  the  corporation  of 
Exeter  were  at  any  time  owners 
of  the  soil  of  the  port  of  Teign- 
mouth, and  although  no  considera- 
tion for  them  was  shewn  in  the 
shape  of  repairs,  or  any  other 
public  benefits  performed  by  the 
corporation  at  Teignmouth.  Sem- 
hie,  that  if  it  had  been  shewn  that 
the  ownership  of  the  port  carried 
with  it  certain  duties,  e.  g.  repairs, 
&-C.,  and  that  these  duties  had  not 
been  performed,  such  non-per- 
formance would  not  have  been  an 
answer  to  the  present  actk>n. 
Mai^or,  ^c.  of  Exeter  v.  Warren. 

524 

GUARANTEE, 

Right  of  attornies  in  partnerabip  to 
bind  firm  by  guarantee.     See  At- 

TOENSY,  2. 

HEARING. 

What  amounts  to  a  hearing  of  a  case. 
See  Poo»»  2%  dO^  3U 
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HIGHWAY. 

Indictment  for  Non»repmr  of  Road 
encroached  on  by  the  Sea. 

1.  Indictment  in  the  common  form 
for  not  repairing  a  hiffhway,  al- 
leging defendant  a  liability  ratione 
tenurae. 

A  special  verdict  found  that  de- 
fendant's land  adjoined  the  sea; 
that  anciently  a  highway  went  over 
this  land  and  that  defendant's  pre- 
decessors had  repaired  it,  &c. ; 
that  within  living  memory  the  sea 
had  encroached,  and  that  the  an- 
cient highwav  was  covered  by  the 
sea ;  that  defendant's  predecessors 
had  from  time  to  time  gradually 
removed  the  ancient  highway  as 
the  sea  encroached,  and  appropri- 
ated other  parts  oi  the  estate  for 
the  site  of  a  highway,  so  as  to  keep 
a  highway  along  the  sea  coast,  and 
that  they liad  always  repaired  such 
highway ;  that  the  highway  men- 
tioned in  the  indictment  passed 
over  a  diflferent  part  of  the  estate 
from  that  formerly  occupied  by 
any  part  of  the  ancient  road ;  that 
the  sea  had  shortly  before  the  find- 
ing of  the  indictment  made  an 
encroachment  and  washed  away 
part  of  the  highway  alleged  to  be 
out  of  repair,  and  washed  away 
large  quantities  of  the  earth,  so 
that  the  residue  of  the  road  was 
too  narrow  for  passage,  and  was 
made  to  stand  at  the  edge  of  a 
precipitous  bank  of  about  seventy 
feet. 

Heidi  that  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  judgment.    Reg,  v.  Bomber. 

367 
Costs  of  Indictment. 

2.  Where  a  judge  of  assise,  after 
trial  of  an  indictment  for  non  re- 
pair of  a  road  under  stat.  5  8c  6 
iVill.  4,  c.  50,  8.  95,  makes  an  order 
that  the  costs  be  paid  by  the  parish, 
but  does  not  insert  the  amount  of 
costs  in  the  order,  nor  ascertain 
and  fix  the  amount  either  then  or 


at  any  subsequent  time,  this  Court 
will  not  enforce  such  an  order  by 
a  mandamus.    Reg.  v.  Clark.    687 

3.  Where  under  sut.  5  &  6  fTtU.  4, 
c.  50,  ss.  94  and  95,  justices  at 
special  sessions  make  an  order, 
directing  an  indictment  to  be  pre- 
ferred for  non-repair  of  a  highway, 
the  order  must  state  that  the  spe- 
cial sessions  were  held  within  the 
"  division  in  which  the  highway 
was  situate." 

An  order  of  quarter  sessions 
awarding  the  costs  of  such  an 
indictment  was  held  void,  where 
the  order  of  spedal  sessions  was 
defective  in  this  respect,  although 
in  point  of  fact  the  special  sessions, 
which  directed  the  indictment,  bad 
been  held  in  the  proper  division, 
and  the  order  of  quarter  sessions 
recited  that  they  had  been  so  held. 
Reg,  V.  Martin.  S86 

Highway  Rate-^fVoods  usually  rated. 

4.  By  Stat.  5  &  6  fVilL  4,  c.  50,  s.  27, 
the  surveyor  of  the  highways  is 
directed  to  make  a  rate  on  all  pro- 
perty liable  to  be  rated  to  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor,  "  provided  that 
the  same  rate  shall  also  extend  to 
such  woods,  mines  and  quarries  of 
stone,  or  other  hereditaments,  as 
have  heretofore  been  <  usually 
rated*  to  the  highways." 

Held,  on  a  question  as  to  the 
liability  of  certain  woods  in  a 
parish  to  the  highway  rate,  that 
the  words  "  usually  rated"  meant 
"  usually  rated"  in  that  particular 
parish.     Reg.  v.  Rose,  300 

Removal  of  obstruction  in  highway. 
See  Justice,  1. 

HIRING. 

See  Contract,  2 — Mastkr  and 
Servant — Poor,  11. 

HORSE  RACE. 
See  Gaming — Defaxatioki  1. 
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HOU8E  OF  CORRECTION. 
Appointment  of  chaplain.  See  Gaol. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See   Attachment — Poor,    15  — 
Power. 

ILLEGALITY. 

Defamation  in  respect  of  an  illegal 
transaction.    See  Defamation. 

INDICTMENT. 

See    Bridge — Conspiracy — Crimi* 
nal  Law — Oaths. 

INFANCY. 

See  Necessaries. 

INFORMATION. 

Criminal  information.  See  Criminal 

Law,  5. 
Information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 

warranto.     See  Borough. 

INNKEEPER. 

The  horse  of  a  guest  in  a  common 
inn  was  stabled  with  another  horse, 
and  kicked  and  injured  by  it: — 
Held,  that,  though  these  facts  raised 
a  presumption  of  negligence  against 
the  innkeeper,  he  might  defend 
himself  by  showing  that  due  care 
had  been  used ;  for  that  he  was  not 
liable  without  negligence.  Daw- 
son V.  Chamney,  348 

INQUIRY,  WRIT  OF. 

Amount  of  damages,  materiality  of 
sum  in  declaration.  See  Plead- 
ing, 2. 

Costs  where  damages  under  40«.  after 
judgment  on  demurrer.  See  Costs, 
2. 

IRREGULARITY. 

Setting  aside  ca.  sa.  See  Capias  ad 
Sahsfaciendum, 


ISSUE. 

Between  partners.  See  Banking 
Company. 

JUDGE. 

His   order   when  conclusive.      See 

Practice,  3,  4. 
Order  for  costs  at  the  assises.     See 

Highway,  2. 

JUDGMENT. 

Satisfaction  piece,  regula  generalis 
as  to,  783. 

Judgment  at  the  assizes  on  a  criminal 
case  removed  by  certiorari.  See 
Oaths. 

"  Amending  "  judgment.  See  Oaths. 

Judgment  by  default.  Materiality 
of  sum  in  aeclaration.  See  Plead- 
ing, 2. 

Assignment  of  breaches  after  judg- 
ment by  default.     See  Bond. 

JURAT. 
See  Banking  Company — PooB|  8. 

JURISDICTION. 

Of  Ecclesiastical  Court.   See  Eccle- 
siastical Law. 
Of  judge  as  to  law  and  fact.    See 

Necessaries. 
As   to  conclusiveness  of  his  orders 

at  chambers.     See  Practice. 
As  to  order  for  costs  of  indictment. 

See  Highway,  2. 
As  to  venue.     See  Criminal  Law. 
Of  justice.       As  to  administering 

oaths.  See  Oaths. 
Generally.  See  Poor. 
Objection  to  jurisdiction  waived  by 

entering  on  case.     See  Poor,  30, 

31. 

JUSTICE. 

Conclusiveness  of  Recitals  in  Order — 
Obstruction  to  Highrom/, 

Under  the  Highway  Act  ^stat.  5  &  6 
IVilU  4,  c.  50,  8.  73,  wnich  enacts 
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that  if  any  timber,  &c.  is  laid  upon 
any  hishway  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance, 
and  snail  not  aflcr  notice  be  re- 
moved, it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
surveyor,  by  order  in  writing  from 
a  justice  to  remove  the  timber,  &c.) 
an  order  of  a  justice,  reciting  that 
the  plaintiff's  timber  was  laid  on 
the  highway  and  directing  its  re- 
moval, is  conclusive  to  shew  that 
the  locus  in  quo  was  a  highway,  so 
that  the  plaintiflT  in  an  action  of 
trespass  against  the  justice  who 
made  the  order  cannot  dispute  his 
jurisdiction  on  the  ground  that  the 
J0C118  in  quo  was  not  a  highway. 
Mould  V.  JVUIioms.  Gdl 

Feet  of  Justices*  Cierk. 

i»  Fett  which  a  justices'  derk,  in  a 
borough,  is  autnorised  to  take  by 
m  table  regularly  allowed  and  con* 
firmed  under  5  &  6  WiU.  4,  c.  76, 
s.  124,  in  respect  of  charges  against 
persons  apprehended  and  brought 
before  the  borough  justices  by  con- 
stables appointed  by  the  watch 
committee,  disposed  of  by  such 
justices,  and  which  fees  the  clerk 
to  the  justices  cannot  recover  from 
•uch  persons,  or  other  parties,  ei- 
ther on  account  of  their  not  being 
specifically  imposed  on  them  by 
acts  of  parliament,  or  from  their 
imibility  to  pay,  are  **  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  in  carrying 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  act" 
•  under  section  f)2,  and  a  mandamus 
will  ffo  to  direct  their  payment  out 
of  toe  borough  fund.  Rtg,  v. 
Mayor i  SfC.  of  Gloucester,         677 

Criminal  information  against,  for  re- 
fusing bail.    See  Bail. 

Indictment  against,  for  administering 
oaths  without  jurisdiction.  See 
Oaths. 

Right  of  borough  justices  to  appoint 
chaplain  to  gaol.     See  Gaol. 

Criminal  information  for  words  spoken  | 
of  justice.    See  Criminal  Law,  5. 

See  also  generally  Commitment — 
HiOBWAT — Pooa. 

I 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Noik  TenuH — Riens  tn  arrear. 

Where  the  lessor  of  premises  at  a 
rent  payable  quarterly  had  given 
a  written  authority  to  a  mortgagee 
to  receive  rent  from  the  lessee,  and 
the  mortgagee  had  given  notice  to 
the  lessee  to  pay  such  rent  to  no 
one  but  him,  and  the  lessee  had 
paid  the  mortgagee  such  rent  from 
time  to  time,  and  there  waa  still  an 
arrear  of  interest  due  from  the 
lessor  on  the  mortsage : — Held, 
that  these  facts  furnished  no  de- 
face under  non  tenuit  and  riens 
in  arrear,  pleaded  by  the  lessee  to 
an  avowry  of  the  lessor  in  respect 
of  a  quarter's  rent  which  the  lessee 
had  not  paid  to  any  one.  IFheeler 
V.  Branscombe,  406 

LEASE. 

See  Power. 

LIBEL. 

See  Defamation. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTES  OF. 
Real  Property. 

Stat.  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  27,  s.  7,  which 
enacts  *<  that  when  any  person  shall 
be  in  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the 
profits  of  any  land,  or  in  receipt 
of  any  rent  as  tenant  at  will,  the 
right  of  the  person  entitled  subject 
thereto,  and  of  the  person  through 
whom  he  claims,  to  make  an  entry 
or  distress,  or  bring  an  action  to 
recover  such  land  or  rent,  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  first  accrued  either 
at  the  determination  of  such  te« 
nancy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one 
year  next  afler  the  commencement 
of  such  tenancy,  at  which  time  auch 
tenancy  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
first  determined,'*  does  not  apply 
where  the  tenancy  at  will  was  de- 
termined before  the  passing  of  the 
act.     Doe  d.  Ex>ans  v.  Page.    601 

Sec  also  ANNUiTY-^^BAirxRUPTCT)  3. 
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LUNATIC. 

See  Poor. 

MAGISTRATE. 

See  Criminal  Law  —  Justice  — 
Oatus — Poor. 

MALICE. 

How  fkr  malice  per  se  makes  an  act 
illegal.     See  Arrest. 

MAINTENANCE. 
Instigating  actions.  SeeREAsoKABLE 

AND  probable  CaUSE. 

MANDAMUS. 

Costs  of. 

Semble,  that  under  1  IVill.  4,  c.  21, 
the  Court  has  power  to  order  the 
costs  of  the  application  for  a  writ 
of  mandamus  to  erase  an  entry  of 
quarter    sessions,   enter   continu- 
ances, and  hear  an  appeal,  and  of 
the  writs,  to  be  paid  by  the  parish 
officers  of  the  responaent  parish, 
where  the  justices  have  made  a  I 
return  to  the  writ,  which  has  been  ! 
supported   on  behalf  of  the   re-   , 
ipondents,  and  on  which  a  per-   I 
emptory     mandamus     has     been   • 
awarded,  issued,  and  obeyed. 

But  the  Court  refused  to  make 
such  an  order  in  a  case  where  the 
original  entry  had  been  made  in 
pursuance  of  an  established,  al- 
though improper,  practice  of  the 
quarter  sessions.  Reg,  v.  Justices 
^  West  Riding.  690 

Mandamus  to  pay  costs  of  road  in- 
dictment.    See  Highway,  2. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Liability  of  Master  to  continue  Servant 
in  his  Employment* 

1.  Covenant.  The  declaration  stated 
that  by  indenture  between  defend- 
ant of  the  first  part,  /.  D.,  son  of 


plaintiff,  of  the  second  part,  and 
plaintiff  of  third  part,  plaintiff  co- 
venanted that  his  son  should  be 
assistant  to  the  defendant,  a  dentist, 
for  five  years,  and  do  all  such  ser- 
vice as  defendant  should  order  to 
be  performed  in  the  way  of  his 
art;  that  defendant,  for  the  ser- 
vices to  be  done  by  the  son,  cove- 
nanted during  the  term,  and  in 
case  the  son  should  perform  his 
part  of  the  agreement,  that  he  de- 
fendant would  pay  the  son  a  cer- 
tain sum  weekly  during  the  term 
as  compensation  for  the  services 
aforesaid.  That  the  son  entered 
upon  the  service,  and  that  he  and 
the  plaintiff  performed  their  part 
of  the  agreement,  and  were  ready 
and  willing  to  continue  such  per- 
formance during  the  term. 

Breach  :  that  defendant  refused 
to  permit  the  son  to  continue  in 
the  service  and  dismissed  him. 

Judgment  arrested  on  the  ground 
that  the  breach  was  ill  assigned,  as 
the  declaration  contained  no  im- 
plied covenant  by  the  defendant  to 
retain  the  son  in  the  service  during 
the  five  years.     Dunn  v.  Sayles, 

579 
2.  It  is  covenanted  and  agreed  be- 
tween A,  and  /i.  that  A,  shall  ma- 
nufacture cement  for  the  use  of  B. 
of  a  specified  quality;  thatB.  shall 
pay  A,  a  certain  weekly  sum  for 
two  vears  from  the  agreement,  and 
another  weekly  sum  for  one  year 
after;  and  shall  receive  A.  into 
partnership  in  the  business  of  ma- 
nufacturing cement  at  the  end  of 
three  years ;  and  that  A.  shall  in- 
struct B,  in  the  art  of  manufactur- 
ingcement. 

Heidi  on  action  brought  by  -^., 
assigning  as  a  breach  of  this  agree- 
ment that  B,  wrongfully  discharged 
him,  the  plaintiff,  from  his  service, 
and  from  manufacturing  cement 
for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  and 
from  any  longer  instructing  the 
plaintiff  in  the  art  of  manufacturing 


INDEX. 


cement,  before  the  expiration  of 
two  years  from  the  agreement,  that 
this  agreement  did  not  raise  an 
implied  contract  of  hiring  and  ser- 
vice for  three  years  between  the 
parties,  and  therefore  the  action 
was  not  maintainable.  Aspdin  v. 
Auitm.  515 

See  also  Contract,  2, 

Commitment  of  workman  for  leaving 
his  work.    See  Commitment. 

MAYOR. 
See  Borough. 

MEETINGS. 

Duty  of  chairman  in  signing  minutes. 
See  Railway,  2, 

MINING. 

Conflicting  rights  of  miner  and  sur- 
faces   See  Prescription,  2, 

MINUTES. 

Signature  to  by  chairman  of  meet- 
ing.   See  Railway,  2, 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

See  Annuity  —  Assumpsit —  Exe- 
cution. 

MORTGAGE. 

Payment  of  rent  to  mortgagee.    See 
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lANDLORD  AMD  TeNANT. 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION 
ACT. 

See  Borough — Gaol. 

MUTUALITY. 

See  Contract — Master  and  Ser- 
vant. 

NECESSARIES. 

On  an  issue  raised  on  the  replication 
of  "  necessaries,"  to  a  plea  of  in- 
^c^,  in  an  action  against  an  un- 


der^aduate  of  Oxford,  for  a  con- 
fectioner's bill,  consisting  of  items 
partly  for  the  defendant's  own  use 
andpartlv  for  the  entertainment  of 
his  friends,  held  a  misdirection  to 
leave  to  the  jury  whether  the  arti- 
cles supplied  were  necessaries  suit- 
able to  tne  then  deffree,  &c.  of  the 
defendant,  inasmuch  as  such  arti- 
cles, when  supplied  to  an  infant  at 
college  in  statu  pupillari  for  the 
entertainment  of  others,  cannot  be 
necessaries. 

It  is  for  the  Court  to  decide 
whether  the  particular  articles  are 
capable  of  being  necessaries,  ac- 
cording to  the  position  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  for  the  jurv,  within 
this  limit,  to  decide  whether  they 
are  so  or  not.  Wharton  v.  Mac- 
kenzie, 544 

NEGLIGENCE. 
Onus  of  proving.    See  Innkeeper. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1 .  Smallness  of  Damages, 

In  case  for  negligent  driving,  with  a 
plea  of  not  guilty,  where  the  jury 
found  for  me  plaintiff  with  one 
farthing  damages,  although  it  was 
proved  that  his  leg  had  been  broken 
by  the  accident,  the  Court  granted 
a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 
The  rule  that  the  Court  will  not 
grant  a  new  trial  merely  on  ac- 
count of  the  smallness  of  the 
damages,  does  not  extend  to  the 
case  of  a  severe  personal  injury. 
Armtage  v.  Hay  ley.  139 

2,  Intended  motion  for. 
When  judgment  passed  at  the  assises 
in  a  criminal  case  removed  by  a 
certiorari.     See  Oaths. 

NON  EST  INVENTUS. 

Duty  of  sheriff  as  to  arrest,  when 
directed  to  return  non  est  inventus. 
See  Sheriff,  3. 
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NON  TENUIT. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

NOTICE. 

Notice  of  action.  See  Railway  Com- 
pany, 1. 
Notice  of  appeal.    See  Poor. 
Notice  of  election.  See  Borough,  1 . 

NUNC  PRO  TUNC. 

Suggestion  on  indictment  removed  by 
certiorari,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
moving objection  to  venue.  See 
Criminal  Law,  4. 

OATHS. 

Oath  administered  by  Justice  without 
Jurisdiction — Judgment  in  a  criminal 
Case  on  a  Queen's  Bench  Record. 

By  5  &  6  mil.  4,  c.  62,  s.  13,  it  is 
enacted  that  it  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  other 
person  to  administer,  &c.  or  re- 
ceive, &c.  any  oath,  affidavit,  or 
solemn  affirmation,  **  touching  any 
matter  or  thing  whereof  such  jus- 
tice or  other  person  hath  not  juris- 
diction or  cognizance  by  some  sta- 
tute in  force  at  the  time  being." 
A  proviso  follows,  containing  se- 
veral exceptions. 

Heldf  that  a  count,  charging  the 
defendant  with  administering  an 
oath  touching  certain  matters  and 
things  whereof  he,  the  defendant, 
had  not  any  jurisdiction  or  cog- 
nizance by  any  statutes  in  force  at 
the  time  being,  the  same  oath  not 
being  before  any  j ustice,  &c.  (going 
on  to  negative  the  exceptions  in 
the  proviso),  was  bad,  for  not 
shewing  the  subject  matter  touching 
which  the  oath  was  administered, 
so  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  draw 
the  legal  inference  that  it  was  one 
of  which  the  defendant  had  not 
cognizance. 

^ut  semblcy  per  Patteson,  JVil- 
liamSy  and  Coleridge  Js.,  that  it 
would  be  unnecessary  to  set  out 
the  oath  administered  verbatim, 

VOL.  I. — D.  ^. 


Under  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Witt,  4, 
c.  70,  s.  9,  where  judgment  in  a 
trial  on  a  Queen's  Bench  record 
has  been  pronounced  at  the  assises^ 
the  Court  above  may  "  amend"  the 
judgment  by  setting  it  aside,  if  the 
indictment  be  defective. 

Where  a  verdict  has  been  given 
for  the  crown  in  such  trial,  and  the 
defendant  desires  to  have  judgment 
pronounced  at  the  assises,  it  is  the 
proper  course  for  his  counsel  to 
state  at  the  same  time  that  he  in- 
tends to  avail  himself  of  the  pro- 
vision of  sect  9  by  moving  the 
Court  above  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  or  in  arrest 
of  judgment.    Reg,  v.  Nott,     103 


OCCUPIER. 

Occupation  to  qualify  burgess. 
Borough,  2. 


See 


OFFICE. 

Proof  of  authority  to  sign  Bats.  See 
Bankruptcy,  6. 

Dismissal  from  Office  without  opportu- 
nity of  answering  Charges, 

Mandamus  to  defendant  as  vicar  of 
the  parish  of  St.  Faith,  Overbury, 
to  restore  the  prosecutor  to  the 
office  of  clerk  and  sexton  of  the 
said  parish.  Tiic  return,  after 
alleging  the  right  of  the  defendant 
as  vicar  to  remove  for  lawful  cause^ 
and  upon  any  vacancy  legally 
arising  to  nominate,  appoint  and 
admit  a  legal  and  discreet  person 
in  that  behalf,  stated  the  dismissal 
of  the  prosecutor  by  the  defendant 
for  various  acts  of  misconduct, 
alleging  them  to  have  been  done 
by  the  prosecutor  in  the  presence 
and  hearing  of  the  defendant,  and 
also  the  appointment  of  another 
person  by  the  defendant  in  his  place. 
The  prosecutor,  in  his  first  plea, 
admitted  the  right  as  alleged  by 
the  vicar,  and  the  appointment  of 
another  person  as  clerk  in  his 
3o 
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place,  but  pleaded  de  injuriA  as  to 
the  residue  of  the  return  ;  and 
pleaded,  secondly,  that  be  was  not 
before  the  removal  from  his  office 
summoned  by  the  defendant  to 
answer  or  explain  the  charges  and 
cause  of  dismissal.     Demurrer. 

Heldt  Hrst,  that  the  return  was 
bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  pro- 
necutor  had  had  an  opportunity  of 
answering  the  charges  made  against 
him  before  dismissal  ;  secondly, 
that  the  second  plea  only  admitted 
the  truth  of  the  charges  for  the 
purposes  of  that  plea,  and  that  the 
whole  record  shewed  no  such  ad- 
mission, as  the  truth  of  the  charge 
was  put  in  issue  by  the  plea  de  in- 
juria.    Reg,  V.  Smith,  5C4 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE. 

His  duty  in  paying  money  into  the 
bank.     See  Bankruptcy,  4. 

ORDER. 

Judge's  order.     See  Practice. 
Justice's  order  conclusive.    See  Jus- 
tice, 1. 

PARISH. 

Effect  of  appointing  separate  over- 
seers to  townships  upon  a  pauper's 
settlement.     See  Poor,  25. 

PARISH  CLERK. 
Tenure  of  his  office.     See  Office. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

Action  against  Partner, 
The  accounts  of  a  coaching  concern, 
in  which  several  persons  were  in- 
terested as  contractors  with  each 
other  to  horse  the  coaches  on  differ- 
ent portions  of  the  road,  were  re- 
ferred at  stated  periods  to  a  person 
who  adjusted  them,  and,  after  as- 
certaining how  much  each  had  re- 
ceived and  disbursed,  divided  the 
profits  among  them  according  to 


their  respective  interettf,  directing 
those  who  had  money  to  pay  to  the 
partnership,  to  hand  it  over  to 
those  who  had  to  receive. 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  by  one  of  such  contractors 
against  another,  an  account  so  ad- 
justed was  offered  as  evidence  of 
the  balance  due.  It  did  not  appear 
that  the  account  had  ever  been 
assented  to  by  the  defendant. 

Held,  that,  ai  the  account,  not 
having  been  assented  to,  could  only 
be  binding  upon  the  defendant  by 
reason  of  some  power  given  to  the 
accountant  as  a  referee,  the  instru- 
ment was  an  award,  and  required 
m  stamp. 

Quare,  whether,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  partnership,  an 
action  was  maintainable  on  such  a 
settlement  of  accounts,  even  if  it 
had  been  assented  to.  Carr  v. 
Smith.  192 

Right  of  partner  to  bind  firm  by  gua- 
rantee.   See  Attornby,  2. 
Execution  against  partner.     See  Ex- 
ecutor. 

PAWNBROKER. 

Usury. 

Advances  made  by  a  pawnbroker  on 
the  deposit  of  goods  in  sums  ex- 
ceeding 10/.,  and  at  pawnbroker's 
interest,  are  not  void  for  non-com- 

Pliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Pawnbrokers'  Act,  stat.  39  &  40 
Geo.  S,  c.  99,  the  6tb  section  of 
which  only  extends  to  loans  of 
money  in  sums  not  exceeding  10/. 
Loans  of  money  in  sums  exceeding 
10/.,  and  at  usurious  interest,  se- 
cured by  the  deposit  of  goods,  are 
protected  by  stat,  2  &  3  Fict.  c. 
.37.     Pennell  v.  Attenborougk.  145 

PAYMENT. 
Appropriation    of   payments.      See 

BaNK£R. 

Appropriation  of  rent.  See  Land- 
lord AND  Tenant,  1. 
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PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

Sec  Pleading,  5, 

PERJURY. 

See  Criminal  Law. 

PIT  BOND. 

See  Contract,  2, 

PLEADING. 

As  to  criminal  law  pleading,  sec 
(with  respect  to  venue)  Criminal 
Law,  2,  3,  4.  Sec  also  Bridge — 
Conspiracy,  2 — Oaths. 

declaration. 

Foreign  Court  Judgment. 

1.  In  a  declaration  in  debt  on  the 
judgment  of  a  foreign  Court,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  state  that  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
parties  or  the  cause.  Robertson 
and  another  v.  Strut h,  772 

Materiality  of  Sum, 

2*  Assumpsit  on  an  agreement  for 
the  purchase  of  certain  real  pro- 
perty, stated  in  the  declaration  to 
have  been  put  up  for  sale  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners. The  declaration  set 
out  the  conditions  of  sale,  one  of 
which  was,  that  the  highest  bidder 
should  be  the  purchaser,  and  then 
averred  that  the  defendant  was  the 
highest  bidder,  and  became  the 
purchaser  at  and  for  a  certain  large 
sum  of  money,  to  rvit^  the  sum  of 
172/. 

After  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs 
on  demurrer,  a  writ  of  inquiry 
issued  to  assess  the  damages. 

Qucere,  whether,  without  putting 
in  evidence  the  agreement  to  pur- 
chase, the  plaintiffs  would  be  en- 
entitled  to  more  than  nominal 
damages. 


Ifeid,  that  such  agreement  does 
not  require  to  be  stamped,  but 
is  exempt  from  duty  under  the 
,  8(Uh  section  of  statute  i  &  5  Will. 
\y  c.  7(5.  Guardians  of  Banbury 
Union  v.  Robinson*  92 

See  also  Debt. 

Averment  of  presentment,  when  un- 
necessary. See  Bill  of  Ex- 
change, 2. 

Libel  of  plaintift'"in  his  trade.*'  See 
Defamation,  2. 


PLEAS. 


Plea  in  abatement. 

CIAS. 


See  Scire  Fa- 


NOT  GUILTY. 

.3.  In  case  for  the  seduction  of  the 

plaintiff's  daughter   and   servant, 

not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of 

•  seduction  only,  and  not  the  fact  of 

service : 

Although  the  declaration  is  in 
the  following  form  : — That  the  de- 
fendant debauched  the  daughter 
of  the  plaintiff,  '*  who  then  and 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid  was 
and  yet  is  the  servant  of  the  plain- 
tiff.'*    . 

A  plea,  therefore,  traversing  the 
service  modo  et  formd  is  not  bad 
as  an  agumentative  plea  of  not 
guilty.     Torrence  v.  Gibbins,     226 

NOT  POSSESSED. 

4.  Under  an  issue  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  on  a  plea  that  the 
close  was  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  plaintiff's  possession 
at  the  lime  of  trespass  is  alone  in 
issue,  and  the  defendant  cannot  set 
up  title  to  the  close  without  plead- 
ing in  confession  and  avoidance. 
Whittington  v.  Boxall.  184 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

5.  Indebitatus  assumpsit;  1st  count 
for  port  tolls,  2d  for  manor  tolls, 
3d  for  tolls  generally.  Plea,  pay- 
ment of  10/iinto  Court  as  to  the 
two  last  counts,  and  non  assumpsit 
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as  to  the  residue.  The  defendant 
accepted  the  1 0/.  and  joined  issue 
on  non  assumpsit.  The  contest  at 
the  trial  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  port  toll  gene- 
rally, or  in  so  much  of  the  port 
only  as  was  his  manor.  The  jury 
found  he  was  entitled  to  a  port  toll 
generally,  and  that  8/.  was  due  in 
respect  of  them. 

tieldf  as  the  defendant  had  ex- 
pressly guarded  his  payment  of 
money  into  Court,  so  as  to  make 
it  inapplicable  to  the  port  tolls^  he 
could  not  claim  to  have  a  verdict 
entered  for  him  on  the  first  count, 
merely  because  the  plaintiff  might 
have  recovered  the  port  dues  on 
the  last  count,  on  which  a  greater 
sura  had  been  paid  into  Court  than 
the  plaintiff  had  recovered.  Brune 
V.  Tkompion.  %%} 

Non   tenuit.     See   Landlord    and 
Tenant. 

Riens  in  arrere.     See  Landlord  and 
Tenant. 

Prescription,  plea  of.    See  Prescrip- 
tion, 3. 

replications. 

Dc  Injurid. 
fi.  Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill  of  exchange.  Plea, 
that  the  defendant  and  S,  carried 
on  business  at  London  under  the 
style  oi  the  firm  of  A/,  and  6'.,  and 
also  at  Rio  de  Janeiro  under  the 
style  of  the  firm  of  S,  and  Af., 
that  the  defendant  carried  ou  the 
business  of  the  firm  in  England, 
and  S.  at  Rio.  That  the  bill  was 
drawn  by  5.  in  the  name  of  the 
firm  of  S,  and  M.  for  a  debt  due 
by  S.  and  M.  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
accepted  by  defendant  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  of  M.  and  S.  That 
after  the  bill  was  made  and  in- 
dorsed, and  before  the  acceptance, 
the  firm  of  S,  and  M,  at  Rio 
having  become  insolvent,  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  other  creditors  of  S. 
and  M.  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  S,  and  M.  at  Rio,  by  which 


it  was  itipulatedy  among  other 
things,  that  the  holders  of  bills 
drawn  by  5.  and  M,  on  M.  and  S, 
should  be  considered  as  creditors 
for  cash  paid,  but  the  respective 
dividends  should  be  deposited  in  a 
bank  at  Rio  until  presentation  of 
protests  of  their  bills  not  having 
been  paid,  but,  the  payment  in 
London  being  verified,  the  re- 
spective sums  so  deposited  should 
be  divided  among  the  creditors: 
which  agreement  was  in  course  of 
being  acted  upon.  That  defend- 
ant accepted  the  bill  in  ignorance 
of  this  agreement.  That  the  pro- 
ceedings were  according  to  the  law 
of  Brazil,  and  constituted,  accord- 
ing to  that  law,  a  discharge  of  the 
debt.  Replication  de  injurii  to 
this  plea  held  bad,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plea  is  in  discharge,  not  in 
excuse.  Held,  also,  that  the  plea 
is  bad,  as  not  showing  any  suffi- 
cient discharge  of  the  London 
house  from  accepting  the  bill,  or 
release  from  paying  it«  Hartley  v. 
Manton.  410 

7.  //f/i/,  in  Q.  B.,  in  an  action  by  the 
indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  the  acceptor,  where  the 
plea  stated  that  the  bill  was  ac- 
cepted for  the  accommodation  of 
the  drawer,  to  be  by  him  deposited 
with  K.  as  collateral  security  for  a 
debt  due  from  the  drawer  to  R, ; 
that  before  the  bill  became  due, 
the  drawer  paid  off  the  debt,  and 
that  R.  afterwards  indorsed  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  order  that  the  plaintiflf, 
colluding  with  R.,  might  recover 
the  amount  of  the  bill  as  trustee 
for  R. ;  that  the  plea  was  in  excuse, 
and  not  in  discharge,  so  that  de 
injurid  was  a  good  replication. 
Herbert  v.  Sayer.  723 

Assignment  of  breaches  in  Replica- 
tion.    See  Bond. 

points  of  pleading  gbnerallt. 

Duplicity  and  Uncertainty. 

8.  Case  by  the  plaintiff  as  sheriff 
against  the  defendant  as  replevin 
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clerk  for  taking  insufficient  sure- 
ties to  a  replevin  bond.  The  de- 
claration alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
duly  appointed  the  defendant  one 
of  his  deputies  for  the  purpose  of 
making  and  granting  replevins  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  and  that  the 
defendant  accepted  such  appoint- 
ment, and  continued  to  be  and  was 
such  deputy  from  the  time  of  his 
appointment  until  and  after  the 
cause  of  action,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant during  all  that  time  acted 
and  was  one  of  the  deputies  of  the 
said  plaintiff. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
depute,  appoint  and  proclaim  the 
defendant  one  of  his  deputies  pur- 
suant to  and  according  to  the  form 
of  the  statute,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  at  the  said  time  when 
&c.,  such  deputy  in  manner  and 
form. 

Heldt  on  special  demurrer,  1st, 
that  the  defendant  must  be  taken 
to  be  appointed  under  statute  1  & 
2  Phil.  &  Maty,  c.  12  ;  2nd,  that 
the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity,  and 
also  because  it  traversed  matter 
not  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
Bowden  v.  Hall.  54 

9.  Assumpsit  against  defendant  as 
maker  of  a  promissory  note.  Plea, 
that  the  note  was  made  at  Brus- 
sels, and  that  the  law  of  Belgium 
is,  that  no  person  can  take,  or  re- 
ceive, or  agree  to  take  or  receive 
more  than  51.  per  cent,  for  the  for- 
bearance of  money  lent  or  agreed 
to  be  lent,  and  that  all  agreements 
for  the  payment  of  any  interest  ex- 
ceeding that  rate,  and  alt  promis- 
sory notes  made  in  order  to  secure 
the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money 
lent  upon  such  an  agreement,  are 
wholly  null  and  void.  It  then 
stated  an  agreement  between  the 
plaintifl'  and  defendant  in  Belgium^ 
that  the  plaintiff  should  lend  money 
to  the  defendant  on  an  usurious 
contract,  and  the  making  of  the 
note  to  secure  the  loan  in  pursuance 


of  such  contract.  Replication, 
that  the  rate  of  interest  in  Belgium 
is  not  by  the  law  of  Belgium  re- 
stricted to  51.  per  cent.,  nor  by 
the  law  of  Belgium  are  notes  made 
to  secure  the  payment  of  money 
lent  on  agreement  to  pay  more 
than  51.  per  cent,  interest  null  and 
void,  nor  did  the  defendant  make, 
or  the  plaintiffreceive,  the  promis- 
sory note  on  terms  contrary  to  the 
law  of  the  said  kingdom  of  Bel- 
gium in  manner  and  form.  Held, 
I  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  re- 
I  plication  was  not  double  or  uncer- 
I       tain.  Be  Bemardis  v.  Spalding.   43 

I   10.    Assumpsit    on    an    agreement, 
!       bearing  date  the  .20th  of  Septera- 
I       ber,  1840,  whereby  the  defendant 
I       agreed  to  take  of  the  plaintiff  cer- 
tain premises,  from  the  29th  of 
September  instant,  at  the  rental  of 
100  guineas  per  annum.     The  de- 
claration  was  dated  the  16  th  of 
February,  1842,  and  averred  that 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  xvil,  the 
mm  of  2  \  01.  of  the  rent  aforesaid^ 
for  a  long  period  of  timet  to  wit,  for 
two  years f  elapsed  after  the  making 
of  the  said  agreement,  became  and 
was  due  and  in  arrear. 

Plea:  1st,  as  to  105/.  parcel, 
payment ;  and  2d]y,  except  as  to 
the  said  sum  of  105/.,  parcel,  &c., 
that  no  part  of  the  said  rent,  ex- 
cept the  said  sum  of  105/.,  parcel, 
&c.,  had  become  or  was  due  or 
payable  under  the  agreement  at 
any  time  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit. 

Held,  on  special  demurrer  to  the 
second  plea,  that  it  was  sufficiently 
certain  to  what  portion  of  the  rent 
that  plea  was  pleaded,  and  that 
the  plea  was  good.  Bright  v. 
Beard.  S5 

Uncertainty   as    to   phrase   **  within 

reasonable  time."     See  Freight. 
Argumentativeness.     See  3. 
Confession  and  avoidance,  plea  of, 
when  necessary.    See  4« 
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IN  BXCU8E. 

What  pleas  are  in  excuse  or  in  dis- 
cliarge.     See  (5,  7. 

ADMISSIONS  IN  PLEADING. 

11.  Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against 
the  maker  of  a  promissory  note 
payable  to  P.  H,  Plea.  That  the 
uote  was  delivered  to  P.  B,  by  the 
maker  without  consideration,  and 
in  order  that  l\  B,  might  raise 
ilK>n«y  thereon  in  the  maker *s  be- 
half;  that  the  plaintiff  advanced 
upon  the  security  of  the  note  a 
certain  small  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
200L  and  no  more,  and  the  note 
was  therefore  indorsed  bv  the  said 
P.  B.  to  the  plaintiff;  that  after- 
wards and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  was 
paid  and  satisfied  by  the  defendant 
all  the  money  by  him  so  advanced 
as  aforesaid,  and  all  his  right,  title, 
and  cause  of  action  upon  and  in 
respect  of  the  same.  The  replica- 
tion denied  the  payment  and  satis- 
faction. 

At  the  trial  the  defendant  gave 
no  evidence  in  support  of  his  plea, 
and  the  jury  founa  a  verdict  under 
the  direction  of  the  judge  for  the 
whole  amount  of  the  note : — Held, 
that  the  direction  was  right,  and 
that  the  defendant  could  not  avail 
himself  of  the  admission  in  the 
pleadings,  that  only  200/.  had  been 
advanced,  to  limit  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  to  that  sum. 

When  a  plea  consists  of  two 
material  allegations,  one  of  which 
is  traversed  and  found  against  tlic 
defendant,  the  whole  plea  fails. 
Robins  v.  Maidstone,  30 

See  also  2  and  Office. 

Videlicet.     See  I  and  Debt. 

Practice  as  to  assignment  of  breaches. 
See  Bond. 

Amendment.     See  Amendment. 


POACHING. 
See  Game. 


POOR. 

Paeish. 

Settlement  extinguiabed  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  separate  overseers  for 
the  several  towDfhipe  of  a  parbh. 
See  25. 

OuanSan, 

Guardian  of  union,  in  what  cases 
incompetent  to  sign  grounds  of 
appeal.     See  16. 

Overseen. 

Complaint  of  chargeability  by  single 

overseer.     See  S, 
Majority    of    Churchwardens    and 

overseers  must  concur  in  giving 

notice  of  chargeability.     See  6. 
Signature  of  overseer  by  proxy  to 

grounds  of  appeal.    See  16. 

Overseers*  accounts. 

1.  The  power  of  justices  to  allow 
accounts,  submitted  to  them  an- 
nually by  overseers  on  their  going 
out  of  ofRce,  under  50  Geo.  3,  c. 
49,  8.  1,  is  not  taken  away  by  4  & 
5  fVm.  4,  c.  76,  s.  47,  which  re- 
quires the  overseers  to  have  their 
accounts  passed  quarterly  before 
an  auditor  appointed  by  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners. 

Therefore  where  a  sum,  dis- 
allowed by  the  auditor  at  his 
quarterly  audit  of  such  accounts, 
was  afterwards  allowed  by  jiutices 
in  passing  the  annual  account,  the 
Court  refused  a  mandamus  to 
justices  requiring  them  to  order 
the  overseers  to  pay  over  to  their 
successors  the  sum  which  had 
been  so  disallowed  by  the  auditor. 
Reg.  V.  Dartmouth.  126 

Assistant  overseer. 
Complaint  of  chargeability  by.  See  4. 

Pooa  Rate. 
Hating  <^  Railways. 

2,  The  principle  that  the  amount,  on 
which  a  railway,  when  the  rail- 
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way  company  are  themselves  the 
carriers,  is  to  be  assessed  to  the 
poor's  rate,  is  the  rent  which  a 
lessee  would  pay,  he  being  sup- 
posed capable  of  deriving  from 
the  use  of  the  railway  all  the 
profits  which  accrue  to  the  com- 
pany from  the  conveyance  of  pas- 
sengers, goods,  &c,,  such  lessee 
finding  locomotive  power,  car- 
riages, &c.  subject  to  certain  de- 
ductions, is  not  altered  by  the 
circumstances,  that  other  parties 
are  also  carriers  on  the  railway, 
some  providing  for  themselves  lo- 
comotive power,  carriages,  stations 
and  watering  places,  &c.  and  pay- 
ing tolls  only  to  the  company, 
and  others  finding  carriages  only, 
and  hiring  power,  &c.  from  the 
company. 

In  such  a  case,  the  following 
was  held  to  be  a  correct  mode  of 
ratinff  the  railway  company  in  a 
parish  through  which  a  railway 
passes,  but  in  which  there  are  no 
stations  or  buildings  belonging  to 
the  company. 

From  the  gross  yearly  receipts 
of  the  company,  including  both 
tolls  received,  and  also  all  profits 
derived  by  the  company  as  carriers, 
were  deducted : — 

1.  A  per  centage  on  the  capital 
invested  by  the  companv  in  the 
purchase  of  engines  and  the  other 
moveable  stock  necessary  for  their 
business  as  carriers. 

2.  A  per  centage  on  the  same 
sum  as  for  tenant's  profits  and 
profits  of  trade. 

3.  A  per  centage  on  the  same 
sum  as  the  annual  amount  of  de- 
preciation of  stock  beyond  repairs. 

4.  A  sum  for  the  company's 
annual  cost  of  conducting  their 
business  as  carriers. 

5.  The  annual  value  of  the 
stations  and  other  buildings  rated 
separately  from  the  railway. 

6.  A  sum  for  renewmg  rails, 
chairs,  sleepers,  ^c. 


The  several  amounts  of  all  these 
deductions  were  fixed  by  agree- 
ment. 

The  residue  of  the  above  gross 
sum  was  taken  as  the  sum  at  which 
the  railway  might  be  reasonably 
expected  to  let  from  year  to  year. 

No  deduction  should  be  made 
from  the  above  sum  for  an  annual 
allowance  for  goodwill.  Reg,  v. 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company. 

237 

Charge  ABILITY. 
Complaint  of, 

3.  Where  the  examination  of  an 
overseer  purported  to  be  his  own 
individual  complaint  of  a  pauperis 
chargeability,  and  was  signed  by 
himself  only,  but  the  order  of  re- 
moval purported  to  have  been 
made  upon  the  complaint  of  the 
overseers,  and,  in  point  of  fact,  the 
complaint  had  been  made  by  the 
single  overseer  on  behalf  of  the 
overseers  generally,  and  with  their 
consent : — Hcldf  that  the  complaint 
was  sufficient.    Rrg.  v.  Btdlngham, 

98 

\,  Where  the  complaint  on  which  a 
pauper  is  removed  is  made  by  an 
assistant  overseer,  quctre,  whether 
on  appeal  against  the  order  of  re- 
moval, the  sessions  should  receive 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  com- 
plaint was  properly  authorised. 
Reg.  V.  Catteral.  702 

5.  It  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
ground  the  removal  of  a  pauper, 
if  the  pauper,  or  other  witnesses, 
state  in  the  examinations  that  the 
pauper  is  "chargeable"  to  the  re- 
moving parish ;  chargeability  being 
a  conclusion  of  law,  to  be  in- 
ferred by  the  justices  from  evidence 
of  the  pauper's  having  received 
relief  from  the  parish.  Reg.  v. 
High  Rickingfon.  103 

»Same  pojnt,  where  the  exami- 
nation was  headed  as  concerning 
the  settlement  of  A.  B.  "charge- 
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able    to    the    removing    parish.'' 
Reg.v.lAdford.  105,  n. 

6.  Under  stat.  4  &  5  fViU.  4,  c.  76, 
8.  79,  where  notice  of  chargeability 
18  given  on  behalf  of  churchwardens 
and  overseers,  the  act  must  be 
authorised  by  the  majority. 

Qtkprf ,  whether  this  roust  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  notice.  Reg,  v. 
Watbufy.  605 

Examinations. 
Heading  and  Jurat  of* 

7.  The  first  examination,  on  which 
an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  wife 
and  children  to  her  maiden  settle- 
ment was  founded,  was  the  cxami  • 
nation  of  her  husband.  It  pur- 
ported by  its  heading  to  have  been 
taken  '*  touching  the  place  of  his 
lawful  settlement,"  and  stated  that 
no  such  settlement  could  be  ascer- 
tained ;  the  succeeding  examina- 
tions of  other  witnesses  purported, 
by  their  respective  headings,  to 
have  been  taken  *'  at  the  time, 
place,  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid. 

On  an  objection,  that  an  inquiry, 
which  appeared  by  the  heading  of 
the  first  examination  to  relate  to 
the  husband's  settlement,  could  not 
justify  the  removal  of  such  chil- 
dren as  where  above  the  age  of 
nurture  to  the  maiden  settlement 
of  the  wife  : — Held,  that  the  head- 
ing sufficiently  showed  jurisdiction 
to  make  the  order,  as  an  inquiry 
into  the  husband's  settlement  was 
the  foundation  of  the  proceedings, 
for,  until  it  appeared  that  his  set- 
tlement could  not  be  ascertained, 
the  wife's  settlement  was  immate- 
rial, and,  when  it  did  so  appear, 
the  rest  of  the  inquiry  followed  as 
of  course.  Reg,  v.  Leeds.  304 
8.  An  examination  taken  for  the  re- 
moval of  a  pauper  must  shew,  on 
the  face  of  the  document,  that  it 
was  taken  before  two  justices  of 
the  peace. 

Where,  therefore,  such  an  ex- 
amination was  stated  in  the  jurat 


to  be  *'  taken  before  us  W.  D.,  H. 
r.,"  not  adding,  **  justice!  of  the 
peace,"  &c.  HeSbad,  although  the 
examination  of  another  witness 
standing  first  on  the  same  sheet  of 
paper  was  headed,  "  taken  before 
us  fV,  D,  and  H.  T,,  justices  of 
the  peace,"  &c.  Rtg,  v.  Shtpston- 
on'Siaur,  125 

Particularity  of  Statement. 
See  10,  18,21,23. 

Birth   Settlement t  without  negativing 
derivative  Settlement. 

9.  In  the  examinations  on  which  an 
I       order  was  made  for  the  removal  of 
j       a  pauper  from  a  parish  in  Leices- 
tershire to  a  parish  in  Northamp- 

'  tonshire,  as  being  the  place  of  his 
I  settlement  ex  parte  matern4,  the 
pauper's  father  stated,  '*  I  am  up- 
1  wards  of  sixty-four  years,  and  was 
,       born  in  Loudon,  I  believe." 

Held,  no  objection  to  the  exami- 
nations that  they  did  not  shew  any 
inquiry  into  the  derivative  settle- 
ment ex  parte  paterna.  Reg.  v. 
Velvertqft.  310 

Mother  s  Maiden  Settlement,  without 
negativvig  Birth  of  Father  in  Scot- 
land or  Ireland, 

10.  Tlic  examination  of  a  pauper 
stated  that  his  parents  had  no  set- 
tlement, and  that  he  did  not  know 
the  place  of  his  birth,  though  he 
had  made  search  to  ascertain  it; 
and  the  examination  of  another 
witness  also  stated  that  search  had 
been  made  by  him  for  the  same 
purpose,  but  without  effect. 

Held,  that  the  particulars  of  the 
search  need  not  be  stated. 

That  the  pauper's  children  above 
the  age  of  nurture  might  be  re- 
moved to  the  wife's  maiden  set- 
tlement, without  negativing  his 
having  been  bom  in  Scotland  or 
Ireland,  &c.  so  as  to  shew  that  they 
were  not  removable  to  those  coun- 
tries under  stat.  3  &  4  fVill.  4,  c. 
40,  8.  2.     Reg.  v.  Leeds,  304 
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Statement  of  Settlement  by  Hiring  and 
Service. 

11.  An  examination  stated,  *'  the 
pauper  came  to  live  with  my  father 
as  farm  servant,  he  was  not  en- 
gaged for  any  particular  time ;  but 
ray  father  found  liim  board,  wash- 
ing, lodging  and  clothes,  for  so 
long  a  time  as  he  stayed.  The 
pauper  continued  in  my  father's 
service  in  that  manner,  without 
leaving,  for  more  than  two  years, 
during  which  time  he  lived  and 
slept  on  my  father's  farm.  There 
never  was  any  other  agreement 
come  to  whilst  I  lived  at  home, 
but  my  father  found  the  pauper 
with  board,  washing,  clothing  and 
lodging,  during  the  said  service." 
Held  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  any 
hiring  whatever.   Reg.  v.  CatteraU. 

702 

By  renting  Tenement, 
12.  In  the  examinations  on  which  an 
order  of  removal  was  made,  a  wit- 
ness stated,  ''  On  the  22d  July, 
1839,  I  let  a  house,  situate,  &c., 
to  the  pauper,  at  the  rent  of  10/. 
per  annum.  The  pauper  occupied 
the  house  until  the  22d  July,  1841, 
and  paid  me  the  whole  rent  during 
that  time." 

Held  (Coleridge  J.  dissentiente,) 
that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear 
that  the  occupation  was  under  the 
yearly  renting.  Reg.  v.  St.  Se- 
pulchre, Northampton.  272 

13.  An  examination  of  a  pauper 
stated  that  he  "  took  a  house  for 
a  year  at  a  rent  of  19/.,  and  paid 
rent  for  the  whole  time  of  the  te- 
nancy." 

Held  not   to  shew  payment  of 
rent  for  a  year.  Reg.  v.  Leeds.  119 

By  Relief. 

14.  Relief  administered  by  a  parish 
to  a  pauper,  in  the  house  of  a  con- 
tractor for  the  maintenance  of 
paupers,  locally  situated  out  of  the 
parish,  is  no  evidence  of  an  ac- 


knowledgment of  settlement.  Reg. 
V.  St.  GUes  in  the  Fields,  Middlesex. 

110 

Order  of  Removal. 
Husband  and  IVife,  Separation  of. 

\5.  Where  husband  and  wife  are 
living  together,  and  the  husband 
has  no  settlement,  the  wife  cannot 
be  removed  to  her  maiden  settle- 
ment, unless  her  consent  appears 
upon  the  examinations.  Reg.  v. 
Leeds.  804 

Order  for  Removal  of  Lunatic  Pauper. 
See  33,  34. 

Appeal. 

Grounds  of  by  whom  to  be  signed. 

16.  Where  the  signature  of  an  over- 
seer to  the  grounds  of  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  pur- 
ported to  have  been  made  by 
proxy,  and  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  proxy  had  been  authorised  to 
sign,  the  signature  was  held  in- 
sufficient. 

A  member  of  the  board  of  guar- 
dians of  a  union,  constituted  by  the 
commissioners  under  the  38th  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  is  not  a  guardian 
of  the  parish,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  81st  section,  and  not  capa- 
ble of  signing  the  statement  of 
grounds  of  appeal.  Reg.  v.  Justices 
of  Surrey.  106 

Time  for  Appealing. 

17.  An  order  of  removal  was  made 
October  5,  suspended  on  the  same 
day,  and  served  October  14:  Held, 
that  the  parish  on  which  the  order 
was  served  was  not  bound  to  ap- 
peal at  a  sessions  commencing 
Nov.  3,  inasmuch  as  the  period  of 
twenty-one  days  from  the  service 
of  the  order  had  not  elapsed. 

Semble,  that  under  sect.  79  of  the 

4  &  5  IVill.  4,  c.  76,  a  parish  has 

twenty-one  days  after  the  service 

I      of  an  order  of  removal  to  consider 
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whether  it  will  appeal  or  not ;  and 
that,  therefore,  as  14  days*  notice 
must  be  given  of  the  grounds  of 
appeal,  there  are  in  all  thirty-five 
clear  days  between  the  service  of 
such  order  and  the  sessions  at 
which  it  is  necessary  to  appeal. 
iiig.  V.  Jwttkes  €f  Lancashire.  488 

lim^eaHon  o/*  Order  of  Remorai  in 
Noiiee  of  Appeal. 

18.  Where  a  notice  of  appeal  suffi- 
ciently identifies  the  order  of  re- 
moval appealed  against  by  reference 
to  its  date  and  other  particulars, 
the  notice  is  not  bad  for  omitting 
to  give  the  names  of  the  justices 
who  made  the  order.  Reg.  v.  fVesi 
Houghton.  'dSS 

Appeal  for  the  sake  of  Costs  j  after  Su- 
persedeas of  Order  of  Removal. 

19.  Where  an  order  of  removal  had 
been  superseded,  heidt  that  the 
quarter  sessions  were  nevertheless 
bound  to  allow  an  appeal  to  be 
entered  against  it,  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  the  proper  amount  of 
costs  allowed,  although  the  re- 
spondents had  tendered  the  appel- 
lants before  sessions  a  sum  larger 
than  that  which,  by  a  standing  or- 
der of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Ses- 
sions in  question,  was  allowed  on 
the  trial  of  appeals  against  orders 
of  removal. 

Semble,  that  the  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions  ought  to  exercise  a  ' 
discretion  upon  the  circumstances 
of  each  particular  case  as  to  the 
amount  of  costs  which  it  awards  to 
parties  to  appeals  against  orders  of 
removal.     Reg.  v.  MerUmetkshire. 

121 

Cor^rmation  of  Order  of  Removal,  and 
Order  for  Costs,  vhere  no  Appeal 
entered, 

20.  Afterserviceofuoticeand  grounds 
of  appeal  against  an  order  of  re- 
moval, and  of  notice  of  intention 
to  try  at  the  next  sessions,  a  coun- 


termaiid  of  the  notioe  of  appttl 
and  of  notice  of  trial  was  served, 
but  not  in  time  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  sessions.  No  ap- 
peal was  actually  entered.  The 
parish  which  haid  obtained  the 
order  applied  for  coats,  under  ttat. 
8  &  9  fTt//.  3,*c.  80,  s.  3. 

The  sessions  made  an  order 
con6rming  the  order  of  removal, 
and  further  ordering  payment  of 
the  costs  incurred  by  tne  parish  in 
preparing  to  sustain  the  order. 

Heldt  that  the  order  was  not 
divisible ;  and,  as  the  sessions  had 
confirmed  the  order  of  removal, 
which  they  had  not  jurisdiction  to 
do,  no  appeal  having  been  actually 
entered,  the  order  of  sessions  was 
not  ffood  even  for  so  much  as  re- 
nted to  the  costs.  Reg  t.  Stoke 
BUss.  185 

Issue  on  Tsim.  of  Appeal. 

Evidence  under  the  Issue  Joiaed  m  the 
Examination  and  GrouMds  rf  Appeal. 

21.  An  exaroinaUon  stated  that  the 
pauper  had  gained  a  settlemciit  in 
the  appellant  parish  by  hiring  and 
service,  and  also  that  he  had  been 
repeatedly  relieved  by  their  parish 
wnile  non-resident. 

A  ground  of  appeal  denied  that 
the  pauper  had  acquired  such  set- 
tlement either  by  hiring  and  ser- 
vice, or  Inf  any  other  wteams.  Beldt 
under  this  ground  of  appeal,  that 
the  appellants  might  shew  that  diey 
had  given  the  relief  by  mistake. 
Reg.  v.  Bedmgham.  98 

fti.  The  examination  of  a  pauper, 
af^er  stating  a  birth  aettkment  in 
the  appellant  parish,  went  oo  also 
to  state  that  the  pauper  was  by 
indenture  bound  apprentice  in  the 
respondent  parish,  and  that  during 
the  apprenticeship  he  resided  some- 
times in  the  respondent  and  some- 
times in  the  appellant  parish. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  alleged 
that  the  order  was  bad  on  its  &ce, 
and  that  the  pauper  was  settled  in 
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the  respondent  **  parish,  by  having 
been  apprenticed  as  in  the  said  ex- 
amination stated/'  and  by  having 
served  and  resided,  &c.  in  the 
respondent  parish. 

Heidt  that  the  statement  in  the 
examination,  as  to  the  apprentice- 
ship, did  not  necessarily  shew  a 
merger  of  the  birth  settlement  so 
as  to  preclude  the  respondents,  on 
the  trial  of  the  appeal,  from  going 
into  evidence  of  the  birth  settle- 
ment and  relying  on  that  only,  for 
the  removing  justices  might  have 
disbelieved  the  evidence  with  re- 
spect to  the  settlement  by  appren- 
ticeship. 

That  the  appellants,  who  endea- 
voured to  prove  a  settlement  by 
apprenticeship  in  the  respondent 
parish,  in  answer  to  the  birth  set- 
tlement, were  bound  to  prove  the 
indenture  of  apprenticesnip,  as  a 
necessary  part  of  their  own  case, 
and  that  this  was  not  admitted  by 
the  respondents  merely  because 
stated  in  the  examinations  and  not 
traversed  in  the  grounds  of  appeal. 
Keg,  v.  Latchford.  290 

Judgment  of  Sessions. 

Sufficiency  of  Statementy  in  Examina- 
tions and  Grounds  of  Appeal,  as  to 
particulanty ,  to  be  decided  by  Ses- 
sions. 

23.  The  sufficiency  of  grounds  of 
appeal  in  point  of  particularity  of 
statement  is  a  question  for  the  ses- 
sions, and,  where  they  have  come 
to  a  decision  upon  the  point,  this 
Court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus 
to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the 
appeal.     Reg,  v.  Kesteven,        113 

Form  of  Adjudication  —  Recitals  in 
Judgment^  ahevmg  Jurisdiction  of 
removing  Justices, 

24.  An  order  of  sessions  recited  an 
order  of  removal  appealed  against, 
in  which  the  words  "  Westmore- 
land, to  wit,"  were  in  the  margin. 


and  which  recited  a  complaint, 
**  unto  us  whose  names  are  here- 
unto set  and  seals  affixed,  being 
two  of  her  majesty's  justices,  &c. 
for  the  said  county." 

Hetdf  that  the  order  of  sessions 
shewed  sufficiently  that  the  justices 
who  made  the  order  appealed 
against  were  justices  of  the  county. 

The  same  order  of  removal  pur- 
ported to  be  directed  "  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  township 
of  Kirk  by  Lonsdale  and  to  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town- 
ship of  Casterton  in  the  said 
county." 

Held,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared 
that  Kirkby  Lonsdale  (the  respon- 
dent parish)  was  in  the  county  of 
Westmoreland. 

The  order  of  sessions  concluded : 
— "  And  whereas  the  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  Casterton  did  prosecute 
and  carry  on  the  said  appeal  to 
trial  against  the  said  order  to  the 
present  general  quarter  sessions  of 
the  peace,  wherein  this  Court,  upon 
hearing  of  counsel  on  both  sides, 
ordered  that  the  said  order  be  con- 
firmed." 

Held,  a  sufficient  adjudication  of 

confirmation  of  the  order.     Reg, 

V.  Casterton.  266 

Mandamus  to  justices  to  erase  entry 

of  judgment.    See  Mandamus. 

Settlement. 

Settlement  lost  by  Appointment  of 
separate  Overseers  for  the  several 
Townships  of  a  Parish, 

25,  A  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in 
a  parish,  consisting  of  several  town- 
ships, by  hiring  and  service.  At 
that  time  the  parish  had  only  one 
set  of  overseers.  Afterwards  se- 
parate overseers  were  appointed 
for  each  township. 

Held,  that  the  pauper  did  not 
thereby  become  settlea  in  the  par- 
ticular township  where  he  nad 
served.    Reg.y.HummgtoK,    351 
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SettUmmi  by  Rentmg. 

26.  Under  stat.  6  Geo,  4,  c.  57,  a  set- 
tlement may  be  gained  by  the  joint 
renting  of  land,  Reg,  v.  St.  Law- 
rence^  Appleby.  394 

See  also  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14. 

Case  from  Sessions. 
How  to  be  stated. 

27.  The  Court  will  not  entertain  a 
case  sent  to  them  from  the  sessions 
where  an  alternative  of  the  ques- 
tion proposed  involves  the  neces- 
sity of  sending  the  case  back  to  be 
heard.     Reg.  v.  Kesteven.  113 

Farm  <f  Judgment  of  Q.  B.  on  Case 
stated. 

28.  Theformof  the  judgment  of  this 
Court,  on  a  case  sent  from  sessions, 
is  simply  to  make  absolute  or  dis- 
charge the  rule  for  quashing  the 
order  of  sessions  ;  but,  if  the  rule 
is  discharged,  the  effect  of  the 
judgment  is  to  confirm  the  order 
of  sessions,  and  to  fix  the  costs  on 
the  party  bringing  up  the  case, 
under  stat.  6  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  2. 
Reg.  V.  Latchford.  290 

Bastardy. 

29.  A  party  charged  as  putative  fa- 
ther appeared  at  the  petty  session 
in  pursuance  of  notice,  and  pro- 
cured the  application  to  be  dis- 
missed, on  the  ground  that  the 
notice  was  not  signed  by  the  majo- 
rity of  the  parish  officers. 

He  afterwards  applied  for  a 
mandamus  to  the  petty  session  to 
order  payment  of  costs  to  him,  on 
the  ground  that  there  had  been  a 
hearmg  of  the  application,  within 
4&  5  mil.  4^,  c.  76,  s.73. 

Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
costs  as  there  had  been  no  "  hear- 
ing." Reg.  V.  Hastings.  1 82 
30.  On  an  application  to  the  justices  at 
petty  sessions  for  a  bastardy  order 
under  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  8o,  the 
party  charged  attended  with  his 


!  attorney,  and  after  some  witnesses 
had  been  examined  in  support  of 
the  application,  and  cross-examined 
by  his  attorney,  requested  that  the 
charge  should  be  determined  at  the 
quarter  sessions  under  sect.  3. 

Held,  that,  as  the  case  had  been 
entered  upon,  the  justices  properly 
refused  to  let  it  go  to  the  quarter 
sessions. 

A  bastardy  order,  dated  the  2d 
February,  1844,  after  reciting  the 
birth  of  the  child  '<  on  the  27th 
February  now  last  past,"  and  other 
necessary  matters,  ordered  that  the 
father  should  pay  a  sum  of  money 
to  meet  **  the  actual  expense  in- 
curred in  the  maintenance  of  the 
child  from  the  time  of  its  birth  as 
aforesaid  to  the  time  of  making 
this  order,"  and  also  a  further  sum 
weekly  for  future  maintenance. 

Held,  that  so  much  of  the  order 
as  related  to  past  maintenance  was 
bad,  as  including  more  than  six 
months'  past  maintenance,  contrary 
to  stat.  4  &  5  fVill.  4,  c.  76,  s.  73, 
but  that  the  order  was  good  for  the 
residue. 

The  order  directed  the  payments 
to  be  made  to  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  a  township,  the 
township  having  no  churchwar- 
dens. 

Held  (dubitante  Lord  Denman 
C.J.)  that  the  order  was  sufficient 
notwithstanding.     Reg.  v.  Gxley. 

278 
31.  A  party  charged  with  being  the 
putative  father  of  a  bastard  child, 
under  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  at- 
tended before  the  petty  sessions, 
where,  af^er  proof  of  the  notice, 
the  case  was  adjourned  on  his  own 
application.  On  his  appearance  at 
the  adjournment,  the  justices  re- 
fusing to  adjourn  a  second  time, 
he  offered  to  enter  into  recogni- 
sances, under  the  3d  section  of  the 
statute,  to  appear  at  the  quarter 
sessions,  but  the  justices  refused 
to  take  his  recognisance. 
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Held,  that  by  remaining  after 
such  refusal,  and  proceeding  with 
his  defence,  he  had  waived  any 
objection  to  their  jurisdiction.  Reg, 
V.  Clarke.  286 

Order  for  Maintenance  of 
Relatives. 

.32.  An  order  of  petty  sessions,  under 
Stat.  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  ordering  a 
person  to  pay  one  entire  sum 
weekly  for  the  maintenance  of  his 
three  grandchildren,  so  long  as 
they  should  be  chargeable  to  their 
parish,  held  bad.     Reg.  v.  Morten. 

500 

Lunatic  Pauper. 

33.  Under  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40,  ss.  38,  41, 
where  a  county  lunatic  asylum  has 
been  established  for  any  county  or 
district,  justices  acting  for  that 
county  or  district  cannot  remove  a 
pauper  lunatic  to  a  hospital  or 
private  asylum,  when  the  county 
asylum  happens  to  have  no  room 
for  the  reception  of  the  party. 
Re£.  V.  EUis.  261 

34,  Where  a  lunatic  pauper,  whose 
settlement  cannot  then  be  ascer- 
tained, has  been  removed  to  an 
asylum  under  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  40, 
s.  41,  and  afterwards,  on  inquiry 
under  sect.  42,  an  order  of  justices 
is  made,  ascertaining  and  adjudi- 
cating the  place  of  his  settlement 
and  directing  the  expenses  of  his 
removal  to  be  paid  by  the  parish 
in  which  he  is  settled,  the  order 
must  not  direct  such  expenses  to 
be  repaid  to  the  removing  parish, 
as  the  treasurer  of  the  county  is 
the  only  person  entitled  to  such 
repayment.  Reg.  v.  Si,  Andrexcs^ 
Worcester.  382 

POOR  LAW  COMMISSIONERS. 

Stamp  on  sale  by.    See  Pleading,  2. 

PORT. 
Grant  of  port.    See  Grant, 


POSSESSION. 

When  insufficient  to  maintain  tres- 
I       pass.     See  Trespass. 

Traverse  of  plaintiff's  possession  will 
I  not  let  in  evidence  of  title  in  de- 
fendant.    See  Pleading,  4. 


POUNDAGE. 

See  Sheriff,  2. 

POWER. 

Bad  execution  of, 

marriage  settlement,  by  which 
certain  land  was  conveyed  to  the 
husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
children  of  the  marriage  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  contained  a 
power  to  the  wife,  in  the  event  of 
her  surviving  her  husband,  to  lease, 
by  indenture  under  her  hand  and 
seal,  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
21  years  in  possession,  so  that  the 
best  annual  rent  should  be  reserved^ 
and  that  none  of  the  lessees  should 
be  dispunishable  of  waste  by  any 
express  words  to  be  therein  con- 
tained, and  so  as  in  every  of  the 
said  leases  there  should  be  con- 
tained a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  and  that  the 
lessees  should  seal  and  deliver  a 
counterpart  thereof. 

The  wife  survived  her  husband, 
and  married  the  defendant,  and 
after  the  marriage  demised  to  him 
by  indenture  under  her  hand  and 
seal,  at  a  rent  assumed  to  be  the 
best  annual  rent,  the  property 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  to 
hold  for  fourteen  years  from  the 
1 4th  of  October,  1 834,  if  the  lessee 
should  so  long  live,  and  a  counter- 
part was  executed  by  the  defend- 
ant. 

Heidi  that  this  was  not  a  valid 
execution  of  the  power  as  asainst 
the  tenants  in  tail  in  remamder, 
because  a  power  coupled  with  an 
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interest  requires  a  bargain  between 
independent  persons.  Doc  d.  Hart- 
ridge  V.  Gilbert.  429 

PRACTICE. 

Amendment  of  plea.  See  Amend- 
ment. 

Attachment  of  feme  covert.  See 
Attachmemt. 

Cancelling  of  bail  bond  given  in 
Court  of  Bankruptcy.  See  Bank- 
ruptcy, 5. 

Assignment  of  breaches.    See  Bond. 

Shewing  cause  in  first  instance  against 
rule  for  quo  warranto.  See  Bo- 
rough, S. 

Suggestion  of  co-defendant's  death 
after  venire  facias  returnable.  See 
Conspiracy,  1. 

Costs.     See  Costs. 

New  trial.     See  New  Trial. 

Payment  of  money  into  Court  where 
several  counts.     See  Pleading,  5. 

Warrant  of  attorney.  See  Warrant 
OP  Attorney. 

CAPIAS  AD  RESPONDENDUM. 

No  step  in  the  Action. 

1.  The  writ  of  capias  ad  responden- 
dum under  stat.  1  &  2  Fict,  c.  1 1 0, 
is  not  a  step  in  the  action,  but  is 
altogether  collateral  to  it.  Where, 
therefore,  a  defendant  is  arrested 
under  such  a  writ,  the  rule  of  Trin. 
T.  3  Will,  4,  requiring  the  plaintiff 
**  in  such  process'*  to  declare  before 
the  end  of  next  term  after  the  ar- 
rest, is  no  longer  applicable.  Ire- 
land V.  Berry,  505 

WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 

Misdescription  of  Defendant's 
Residence, 

2,  Where  a  person  who  resided  in 
Maidstone,  and  was  in  the  con- 
stant practice  of  resorting  to  Peel's 
Coffee  House,  London,  was  served 
at  the  coffee  house  with  the  copy 
of  a  writ  of  summons,  describing 
him  "of  Sandling,  near  Maidstone, 


in  the  county  of  Kent,  but  to  hi 
heard  of  at  Peel's  Coflfee  House 
Fleet  Street,  in  the  city  of  Lon 
don,*'  the  Court  set  aside  the  cop] 
and  service,  on  the  ground  that  th< 
defendant's  residence  was  misde 
scribed.    Simpson  v.  Ramsay.    d9< 

judge's  order. 
IVken  conclusive. 

3.  Where  an  order  has  been  made  b^ 
a  judge  at  chambers,  and  an  appli- 
cation is  afterwards  made  to  thi 
same  judge  to  rescind  hit  owi 
order,  which  he  entertains  but  dis 
misses,  the  Court  will  not  interfen 
to  review  his  decision.  Thompson 
V.  Beck,  4S 

4.  A  judge's  order  had  been  obtained 
by  consent,  for  settling  an  action 
of  assumpsit  and  staying  proceed- 
ings, &c.  on  payment  of  4#.  4</. 
into  Court.  The  Master  taxed  the 
costs  on  the  higher  scale.  A  judge 
havinff  ordered  that  the  Master 
should  review  his  taxation  and  tax 
on  the  lower  scale,  according  to 
rule  H.  T.  4  IViU.  4,  the  sum  being 
under  20/.,  the  Court  refused  to 
rescind  such  order,  on  a  sugsestion 
that  the  cause  was  one  which  it 
would  have  been  proper  to  try 
before  a  judge,  the  action  being 
brought  to  try  a  right.  Keppd  v. 
Shilson,  87 

second  APPLICATION. 

Amended  Affidavits. 

5.  Where  a  rule  to  pay  the  costs  of 
a  mandamus  has  been  discharged 
on  the  ground  that  an  affidavit  on 
which  it  was  moved  is  defectively 
intituled,  the  Court  will  hear  a  fresh 
application,  but  not  where  the  de- 
fect of  form  is  in  the  body  of  the 
affidavit. 

Where,  therefore,  such  an  affi- 
davit was  wrongly  intituled,  "  The 
Queen  ngainst  the  Directors  of  the 
Great  Western  Railway  Company," 
instead  of  "The  Queen  acainst 
The  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
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pany,"  and  the  affidavit  at  the  be- 
ginning recited  that  a  mandamus 
had  been  obtained  "against  the 
directors  of  the  company,"  and  the 
rule  had  been  discharged,  the 
Court  refused  to  grant  a  fresh  ap- 
plication, the  same  affidavit  being 
used  with  these  defects  amended. 
Reg.  V.  Great  We»tcrn  Railway 
Company.  471 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

6.  Semble,  the  Court  will  not  allow 
an  action  to  be  discontinued  after 
a  general  verdict.  Young  v. 
Hichem.  599 


PRESCRIPTION. 

Prescriptions  bad,  as  being  indefinite  or 
destructive  of  the  subject-matter, 

1.  A  plea  in  trespass,  justifying 
under  a  claim,  that  defendant,  as 
occupier  of  a  brick  kiln,  and  all 
the  occupiers  for  the  lime  being  of 
the  kiln  for  thirty  years  next 
before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  had  a  right  to  dig  and  take 
away  from  the  plaintiff's  close,  in 
every  year  and  at  all  times  of  the 
year,  so  much  clay  as  was  at  any 
time  required  by  him  and  them 
for  the  purpose  of  making  bricks. 
Held  bad  on  motion  non  obstante 
veredicto,  as  the  claim  was  an  in- 
definite claim  to  all  the  clay  of  the 
close.     Clayton  v.  Corby*  449 

2.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  work- 
ing mines  under  ground  near  to 
the  plaintiff's  house,  so  that  the 
house  was  injured  and  in  danger 
of  falling  for  want  of  proper  sup- 
port, the  defendant  claimed,  as 
lessee  of  the  manor  in  which  the 
house  was  situate,  and  of  the  mines 
therein,  a  prescriptive  right  to 
work  the  mines  under  any  houses, 
parcel  of  the  manor,  paying  to  the 
occupiers  of  the  surface  a  reason- 
able compensation  for  the  use  of  the 
surfacCf  but  without  making  com- 


pensation on  any  other  account, 
and  justified  under  that  right. 

Held,  1.  That  such  a  prescription 
was  bad  as  being  unreasonable. 

2.  That  such  a  right  could  not 
exist  by  custom, 

3,  That  the  right,  if  maintain- 
able at  all,  might  have  been  claimed 
under  cither  a  prescription  or  cus- 
tom, Hilton  y.  Earl  Granville,  614 

Right  of  Way, 

.  A  pica  in  trespass  alleging  that 
defendant  and  all  other  prior  oc- 
cupiers of  a  certain  tenement,  for 
twenty  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  have  had, 
used  and  actually  enjoyed  without 
interruption,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  had,  used,  and  actually  en- 
joyed, &c.,  a  way  through  the  locus 
in  quo,  held  bad  af\er  verdict,  as 
the  actual  enjoyment  was  not  al- 
leged to  have  been  had  under  the 
right  claimed,  and  the  enjoyment 
therefore  was  not  shewn  to  be  "  as 
of  right,"  according  to  stat.  2  Sc  3 
mil,  4,  c.  71,  s.  5.  Holford  v. 
Hankison,  473 


PRISONER'S  COUNSEL  BILL. 

His  right  to  copies  of  depositions. 
See  CaiMiNAL  Law,  6. 


PRIVILEGE. 

Action  for  arresting  privileged  per- 
sons.    See  Arrest. 


PROHIBITION. 

Church   rate.     See   Ecclksiabtical 
Law. 


PROFIT  A  PRENDRE. 
See  PrebcriptioNi  1. 
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PROBnSSORY  NOTES. 
See  Bills  op  Exchakob. 

PROSECUTOR. 
Meaning  of.    See  Costs,  .3. 

PROSECUTION. 
Meaning  of.    See  Evidence^  2. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

See  Bakkiho  Compaicy — Railway 
Company. 

PUIS  DARREIN  CONTINU- 
ANCE. 

Amendment  of  plea.    See  Amend- 

MBITT. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 
See  Borough. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Assessment  of,  to  poor  rate.  See 
Poor,  2. 

Liability  for  Accident  to  Passenger. 

1 .  By  the  London  and  Brighton  Rail- 
way Company's  Act  (7  fVilL  4  & 
1  Vict.  c.  cxix.),  the  company 
were  empowered  to  make  and 
maintain  a  railway,  which  all  per- 
sons were  to  have  liberty  to  use 
with  carriages  properly  constructed 
upon  payment  of  tolls ;  and  the 
company  were  empowered  to  pro- 
vide locomotive  engines  and  car- 
riages for  the  conveyance  of  goods 
and  passengers. 

It  was  also  enacted  that  no 
action  should  be  brought  against 
any  person  for  anything  done  or 
omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance 
of  the  act  without  twenty  days' 


notice:— HeU^  that  the  comDaoj 
were  not  entitled  to  nodce,  where 
an  action  was  brooght  against  them 
for  negligence  in  carryinir  a  pas- 
senger, as  they  were  sued  merely 
as  carriers,  aoid  not  for  any  thing 
done  or  omitted  under  we  act. 
Cajme  v.  Landom  and  Brighton 
Ratlwajf  Company.  G08 

Meetings — Meaning  of  **  Subscribers^'* 
**Oxcners'*  —  Calls— Signature  of 
Chairman  to  Minutes, 

2.  By  sect.  125  of  the  Birmingham, 
Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Rail- 
way Act,  6  Hill.  4,  c.  Ixxix.y  the 
company  are  directed  to  cause 
the  names  of  persons  entitled  or 
who  may  thereafter  be  entitled  to 
shares  to  be  entered  in  a  book, 
and  a  certificate  to  be  delivered  to 
every  such  proprietor  on  demand. 
By  sect.  129,  parties,  who  have 
subscribed,  or  shall  hereafter  sub- 
scribe, towards  the  said  under- 
taking, are  required  to  pay  the 
sums  of  money,  or  such  propor- 
tions, &c.  as  shall  be  callea  for  by 
the  directors.  By  sect.  130,  the 
directors  have  power  to  make  calls 
of  money  "from  the  subscribers  to 
and  proprietors  of  the  said  under- 
taking ; "  **  and  if  any  owner  or  pro- 
prietor of  any  such  share  shall  neg- 
lect or  refuse  to  pay  such  his  rate- 
able proportion/'  the  company  may 
sue  him ;  and  the  directors  are 
authorised  to  declare  the  shares 
belonging  to  such  owner  forfeited : 
— Held,  that  in  sect.  130  the  words 
subscribers,  owners  and  proprietors 
are  used  indiscriminately,  so  that 
a  party  who  had  originally  sub- 
scribed, but  had  never  been  re- 
gistered or  received  his  certificate, 
was  liable,  in  an  action  of  debt 
charging  him  as  a  subscriber,  "  on 
calls  made  from  the  several  sub- 
scribers to  and  proprietors  of  the 
said  undertaking,**  the  calls  ap- 
pearing in  evidence  to  have  been 
made  upon  the  proprietors. 
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By  sect.  118,  proceedings  of 
meetings  are  to  be  entered  into  a 
book,  "  and  shall  be  signed  by  the 
chairman  of  such  respective  meet- 
ings :" — Heidi  that  a  minute  of  a 
proceeding,  entered  ata  subsequent 
meeting,  with  the  words  "  read  and 
confirmed,"  to  which  was  attached 
the  signature  of  the  chairman  of 
the  prior  meeting,  was  sufficiently 
signed  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section.  West  London  Railway 
Company  v.  Bernard,  897 

RATE. 

Church  rate.     See  Church  Rate. 
Highway  rate.    See  Highway,  4. 
Poor  rate.     See  Poor. 


REASONABLE  AND  PRO- 
BABLE CAUSE. 

When  Absence  qf^  to  be  averred. 

In  case  for  unlawfully  instigating 
the  bringing  an  action,  it  is  not 
enough  to  aver  that  the  defendant 
"  unlawfully  did  advise,  promise, 
instigate  and  stir  up**  the  then 
plaintiff  to  commence  and  prose- 
cute the  action,  without  also  aver- 
ring that  it  was  commenced  and 
prosecuted  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause.     Flight  v.  Leman, 

67 

When  a  defence  in  an  action  for  de- 
ceit.    See  Case. 


'*  REASONABLE  TIME." 
See 


Uncertainty  in  pleading. 
Freight. 


RECEIPT. 

See  Stamp. 

REFERENCE. 

See  Partnership. 

VOL.  I. — D.  M. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 
As  to  satisfaction  piece.  788 

REMAND. 

Right  of  prisoner  remanded  to  copies 
of  depositions.  See  Criminal 
Law,  6. 

REPLEVIN. 

Action  against  replevin  clerk  for 
taking  insufficient  sureties.  See 
Pleading,  8. 

RIGHT  OF  WAY. 

See  Presumption,  3. 

ROAD. 

See  Highway. 
SATISFACTION  PIECE. 

Regula  generalis  as  to.  783 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

^fi^rjifa. 

It  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  a 
writ  of  sci.  fa.  as  irregular,  that 
there  has  been  no  return  to  an 
alias  fi.  fa.  issued  on  the  same 
judgment,  although  something  has 
been  done  under  that  writ,  because 
this  may  be  the  subject  of  a  plea 
to  the  sci.  fa. 

It  is  no  sufficient  answer  to  the 
sci.  fa.,  that  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  issued 
under  the  same  judgment  within  a 
year  after  the  judgment,  unless  it 
appear  that  the  debt  was  satisfied 
by  the  levy  which  took  place  under 
such  writ. 

A  plea  to  a  sci.  fa.  stating  as 
above,  and  that  the  sheriff  entered 
under  the  writ,  and  seized  goods 
and  chattels  in  the  defendant's 
house,  is  therefore  bad,  for  not 
averring  that  the  goods  and  chattels 
were  the  defendant's,  and  that  thev 
3  If 
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produced  satisfaction :  also  (per 
Paiteson  J.,)  for  averring  that  the 
writ  was  returned  and  filed,  with- 
out adding  that  there  is  a  record 
of  such  writ  and  return. 

Where  such  a  plea  is  pleaded, 
although  with  a  conclusion  in  abate- 
ment, the  proper  judgment  is  quod 
habeat  executionein.  Holmes  v. 
Ncwlands.  642 


SEDUCTION. 

Service  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty. 
See  Pleadimo,  3. 


SERVICE. 
Of  writ.     See  Practice,  2. 

SESSION. 
See  Highway — Poor. 

SEWERS. 

Presentment  by  Commissioners  of. 

On  a  presentment  to  the  commis- 
sioners of  sewers,  the  party  charged 
appeared  on  the  proper  day  in  the 
court  of  sewers,  and  tendered  his 
traverse  in  writing.  The  clerk  to 
the  commissioners  (according  to 
the  alleged  practice  of  the  court) 
filed  a  demurrer  to  this  traverse 
on  the  ground  of  informality. 
The  party  charged  applied  for 
leave  to  amend  his  traverse,  which 
the  court  refused,  and  gave  judg- 
ment against  him  on  the  demurrer. 
On  this  a  rate  was  made  : — Semble, 
that  the.commissioners  were  wrong 
in  admitting  the  demurrer  to  the 
traverse  on  the  ground  of  infor- 
mality :  or,  at  all  events,  that  they 
should  have  given  the  party  leave 
to  amend. 

But,  the  judgment  on  demurrer 
having  taken  place  in  September, 
1841,  the  order  to  pay  the  rate  in 
June,  1842,  and  a  distress  levied 


thereon,  in  July,  1842,  this  Court 
discharged  a  rule,  applied  for  in 
Trinity  Terra,  1843,  for  a  certiorari 
to  remove  the  presentment,  judg- 
ment, rate  and  order,  on  the  ground 
that  the  application  was  out  of  time. 
Reg.  V.  Commissioners  of  Servers  of 
the  Tower  Hamlets.  232 


SEXTON. 
Tenure  of  office.     See  Office. 

SHERIFF. 

Action  against,  for  not  levying. 

1.  A  count  in  case  against  a  sheriff, 
alleging  that  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  H.  B. ; 
that  there  were  goods  and  chattels 
of//.  B.  in  the  sheriff's  bailiwick  of 
which  he  might  have  levied,  but 
that  he  had  not  the  monies  ready, 
&c.,  but  falsely  returned  that  he 
had  seized  the  goods  of  H.  B., 
which  remained  with  him  unsold 
for  want  of  buyers: — Held  good 
on  general  demurrer,  as  a  com- 
plaint that  the  sheriff  might  have 
levied  and  neglected  so  to  do. 

Plea  to  this  count,  that  the  de- 
fendant, as  sheriff,  took  certain 
specified  goods  of  H.  B.,  and  also 
certain  other  goods  of  //.  B.,  and 
held  them  until  the  plaintiff  di- 
rected him  to  withdraw  from  the 
possession  of  all  the  goods  so 
named,  except  the  specified  goods; 
that  he  then  withdrew  from  the 
possession  of  all  the  goods  so 
levied  except  the  specified  goods ; 
and  that  the  specified  goods  did 
remain  unsold  in  his  possession  for 
want  of  buyers  : — Held  bad  on  de- 
murrer, as  not  answering  the  whole 
complaint,  for  want  of  showing 
that  //.  B.  had  not  still  other 
goods  within  the  bailiwick  of  which 
the  monies  might  have  been  levied. 
Pitcher  v.  King.  584 
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Poundage  on  Execution  of  Elegit.        I 

2.  On  the  execution  of  a  writ  of 
elegit  the  sheriff's  poundage  under 
statutes  3  Geo,  1,  c.  15,  s.  16,  and 
8  Geo,  1,  c.  25,  s.  5,  is  to  be  cal- 
culated on  the  yearly  value  of  the 
lands  extended,  and  not  on  the 
sum  to  be  levied  under  the  writ. 
Nash  V.  Allen.  16 

Dvti/  off  where  directed  to  return  uon 
est  inventus. 

3.  Where  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  is  deli- 
vered to  the  sheriff,  with  direction 
to  be  returned  non  est  inventus  ; 
it  is  nevertheless  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  detain  the  defendant  if 
he  surrender  himself,  or  if  be  be 
surrendered  by  his  bail  before  the 
return  of  the  writ ;  and  the  sheriff 
is  entitled  to  his  poundage  as  on 
an  ordinary  arVest.  Magnay  v. 
Monger.  24 

Action  against,  for  arrest  of  privileged 

person.     See  Arrest. 
See  also  Scire  Facias. 

SHIPPING. 

See  Freight. 

SIGNATURE. 

To  minutes  by  chairman  of  meeting. 
See  Railway  Company,  2. 

SLANDER. 

See  Defamation — Ecclesiastical 
Law. 

STAMP. 

Return  of  banking  company's  ac- 
counts to  commissioners  of  stamps. 
See  Banking  Company. 

Award  stamp.     See  Partnership. 

Agreement  stamp,  on  sale  by  poor 
law  commissioners.  See  Pleading, 
2. 

I\£ceipt» 
The  following  instrument  was  ten- 


dered by  defendant  in  support  of  a 
plea  of  payment  of  rent :  "  Mr. 
Jones  (defendant)  having  written 
off  the  sum  of  751.  from  his  mort- 
gage debt,  being  five  quarters' 
rent  of  his  house,  I  hereby  dis- 
charge the  same  rent  till  the  24th 
of  July,  1841.*'  The  instrument 
was  signed  by  M. ;  the  mortgage 
debt  in  question  was  due  from  M. 
to  defendant ;  and  the  paper  had 
been  delivered  by  M.  to  defendant 
as  a  settlement  of  account.  It 
was  stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp,  with 
no  denomination,  and  appearing  to 
have  been  affixed  more  than  one 
month  aAer  the  signing  and  deli- 
very of  the  paper :  Held,  inad- 
missible, as  being  a  receipt  within 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  10,  and  con- 
sequently not  stamped  in  time. 
Lucas  V.  Jones.  ,       774e 

SUGGESTION. 

Of  co-defendant's  death.  See  Con- 
spiracy, 1. 

Nunc  pro  tunc  to  remove  objection 
to  venue.     See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

Of  Breaches.     See  Bond. 

SUMMONS,  WRIT  OF. 
See  Practice,  2. 

TIMBER. 
Rateability.     See  Highways,  4. 

TOWN  COUNCIL. 
See  Borough — Gaol. 


TRESPASS. 

Liability  of  attorney.  See  Contempt. 

Trespass  or  case.     See  Arrest. 

When  plea  of  **  not  possessed*'  im- 
proper.    See  Pleading,  4. 

Costs,  where  damages  under  40#. 
See  Costs,  2. 
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Poueukm  wkem  inwffideni  to  mamtam 
Trnpast. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  were  owners 
of  boats  employed  in  a  fishery. 
Plaintiff's  boat  cast  a  fishinff  sean 
round  a  shoal  of  mackerel  with 
the  exception  of  a  comparatively 
small  opening  which  the  sean  did 
not  quite  fill  up,  but  through  which, 
in  the  opinion  of  witnesses,  the 
fish  conld  not  escape.  Defendant's 
boat  then  came  m  through  the 
openinff^  and  took  the  mackerel. 
JaMf  that  the  phiintiff  could  not 
maintain  trespass  for  taking  his 
fish,  his  possession  not  having  been 
complete.     Young  v.  Hickau.  592 

USURY. 

See  Pawnbkokbr. 

Where  a  bond  is  conditioned  for  the 
repayment  of  a  sum  with  interest, 
at  5L  per  cent.,  to  be  computed 
from  a  day  earlier  than  that  of  the 
advance  of  the  money  as  recited 
in  the  condition  of  the  bond  (the 
issue  beinff  in  an  action  on  the 
bond,  whether  the  bond  were  given 
on  a  corrupt  agreement  for  pay- 
ment of  more  than  5L  per  cent.), 
the  bond  and  condition  put  in  by 
the  defendant  are  primi  facie  evi- 
dence that  the  contract  was  usu- 
rious, and  it  lies  on  the  plaintiff  to 
offer  explanation. 

Where  the  loan  secured  by  a 
bond  is  also  collaterally  secured  by 
the  deposit  of  title  deeds  of  lease- 
hold lands.  Held,  that  such  a  con- 
tract is  not  protected  by  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  37,  8.  1,  being  within  the 
proviso  at  the  end  of  that  section 
as  a  loan  on  the  security  of  lands, 
tenements,  &c, 

Semble,  that  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c. 
37,  s.  1,  is  retrospective.  Hodg- 
kituon  V.  Wyatt.  443 

VENUE. 

Right  to  discontinue  after  verdict. 
See  Practicb,  6. 


VERDICT. 

See  Crimimal  Law. 

VIDELICET. 
See  Dbbt — Pleading,  2. 

WAGER. 
See  Gaming. 

WAIVER. 

Of  right  to  take  case  to  another  tri- 
bumd.    See  Poor,  30,  31. 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY. 

1.  A  warrant  of  attorney  attested  ss 
follows  :  <'  signed,  seided,  and  de- 
livered by  the  above-named  A.  E. 
in  the  presence  of  me.  the  attorney 
expressly  named  by  him,  and 
acting  at  his  request,  and  by  whom 
the  above  written  warrant  of  at- 
torney was  read  over,  and  the 
nature  and  effect  thereof  explained 
to  the  said  A.  B.  before  the  exe- 
cution thereof  by  him,"  and  sub- 
scribed merely  with  the  name  of 
the  attorney,  Held^  not  sufficient 
with  reference  to  stat.  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110,  s.  9.  Eterard  y.Poppleton. 

322 

2.  Semble,  that  on  the  trial  of  a 
feigned  issue,  between  a  creditor 
who  has  obtained  execution  on  a 
judgment  on  a  warrant  of  attorney, 
and  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of 
the  debtor,  to  ascertain  the  validity 
of  the  execution,  it  lies  on  the  cre- 
ditor to  shew  that  the  warrant  was 
given  in  an  action  commenced  ad- 
versely, if  he  relies  on  1  fViU.  4, 
c.  7,  s.  7.     Linnit  v.  Chaffen.     14 

WARRANT  OF  COMMITMENT. 

See  Commitment — Contempt. 

WATCH  COMMITTEE. 
See  Borough. 
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WAY. 

Right  of.     See  Prescription,  3. 

WOOD. 

Katcability   to  highway  rate.     See 
Highways,  4. 

WRITS. 

Capias  ad  respondendum.  See  Prac- 
tice, 1. 


Summons.     See  Practice,  2. 

Capias  ad  satisfaciendum.  See  Ca- 
pias AD  Satisfaciendum — She- 
riff, 3. 

Elegit.     See  Sheriff,  2. 

Inquiry.     See  Bond— PiiEAding^  h 

Scire  Facias.     See  Scire  Facias. 

Fieri  Facias.  See  Execution — She- 
riff, 1. 


vol.  I.— d.  m. 
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